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INTRODUCTION 

As  passed  by  the  Maryland  Senate,  Joint  Resolution  34  (1975)  requested 
the  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Health  and  Mental  Hygiene,  and  State  Plan- 
ning to  study  whether  local  zoning  requirements  establishing  large  acreages 
for  home  sites  lead  to  the  depletion  of  agricultural  land.   This  report  is 
the  formal  response  to  the  Senate's  request.   For  the  purpose  of  this  report, 
large  lot  zoning  is  defined  as  zoning  classifications  which  require  a  min- 
imum lot  size  of  two  acres  and  are  for  the  expressed  purpose  of  agricul- 
tural preservation. 

The  first  section  of  this  report  presents  a  general  overview  of  the 
major  findings  of  this  study.   The  second  section  presents  an  overview  of 
the  patterns  and  trends  of  agricultural  depletion  in  the  United  States, 
the  Northeastern  Region,  and  more  specifically,  characteristics  and  factors 
of  the  statewide  depletion  of  agricultural  land  throughout  Maryland.   The 
third  section  of  this  report  discusses  the  overall  purposes  of  large  lot 
zoning.   The  fourth  section  presents  a  county-by-county  analysis  of  regu- 
lations and  conversion  rates  to  determine  the  impacts  of  large  lot  zoning 
and  offers  a  comparison  of  lands  in  agriculture  over  the  past  30  years. 
The  last  section  also  examines  large  lot  zoning  as  a  tool  to  reduce  or 
stabilize  the  rate  of  agricultural  land  conversion  throughout  the  State 
of  Maryland.   The  appendices  include  a  copy  of  SJR  34,  the  Department  of 
State  Planning 's  letter  sent  to  the  23  counties  requesting  county  informa- 
tion on  agricultural  depletion,  and  the  individual  county  responses  to 
that  letter. 


SECTION  I:   SUMMARY 

While  the  outlook  for  agriculture  is  good  on  the  national  level, 
farmland  in  the  northeast  is  being  lost  at  a  rate  that  endangers  the 
entire  agricultural  industry  of  the  area.   The  trend  of  declining  agri- 
cultural land  is  especially  evident  in  the  State  of  Maryland,  where  in 
the  past  20  years  the  total  amount  of  agricultural  land  fell  from  approx- 
imately 4.0  to  2.4  million  acres,  this  represents  a  decrease  of  approxi- 
mately 40  percent.   Urban  developmental  pressures,  increasing  land  values, 
agricultural  economics,  as  well  as  changing  lifestyles,  will  cause  this 
downward  trend  to  continue. 

Across  the  nation  a  number  of  techniques  are  currently  being  utilized 
to  help  control  and  slow  the  rate  of  agricultural  conversion.   These  tools 
include  preferential  assessments,  deferred  taxation,  acquisition  of  ease- 
ments, restrictive  agreements,  creation  of  agricultural  and  service  dis- 
tricts, and  the  use  of  various  zoning  techniques.   These  zoning  techniques 
include  transitional,  holding,  exclusive  and  large-lot  zoning.   All  of  the 
23  Maryland  counties  utilize  zoning  to  control  development,  but  only  nine 
counties  utilize  large-lot  zoning  for  the  purpose  of  agricultural  preser- 
vation of  various  other  natural  resources  such  as  wetlands,  shorelines, 
and  mountain  and  forest  areas. 

The  use  of  large  lot  sizes  in  minimum  zoning  requirements  to  achieve 
the  purpose  of  preserving  agricultural  land  has  received  considerable 
debate  and  attention  for  decades.   However,  when  called  on  to  address  the 
fundamental  public  issues  associated  with  agricultural  preservation; 


property  rights  and  values,  and  the  accommodation  of  residential  develop- 
ment, the  results  have  been  less  than  outstanding. 

The  success  or  failure  of  the  various  counties  to  manage  their  land 
resources  in  an  efficient  manner  and  to  control  and  slow  the  rate  of  agri- 
cultural conversion,  is  not  related  to  the  exclusive  use  of  large-lot 
zoning.   To  reduce  the  rate  of  agricultural  conversion,  counties  need  to 
allow,  plan  for,  and  encourage  higher  density  development  in  or  around 
urban  areas  and  also  manage  the  use  of  agricultural  areas.   Thus  it  is  not 
the  sole  dependence  on  large-lot  zoning  or  other  techniques  that  reduces 
conversion  of  agricultural  lands.   The  use  of  comprehensive  land  use  plan- 
ning and  management  that  encourage  residential  growth  in  higher  density 
urban  areas  and  thus  promotes  efficient  use  of  the  land  helps  protect 
existing  agricultural  areas.   The  effective  treatment  of  non-agricultural 
uses,  such  as  industrial  areas,  etc.,  is  important  in  achieving  efficient 
use  of  the  land  and  these  locational  decisions  help  to  preserve  existing 
agricultural  areas. 

The  intended  purpose  of  large-lot  zoning  is  to  decrease  the  number  of 
houses  and  other  non-agricultural  uses  built  in  an  area  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  amount  of  land  devoted  to  existing  and  future  agricultural  use  is 
protected.   While  large-lot  zoning  will  reduce  the  density  of  development, 
and  fewer  homes  would  be  constructed  in  a  given  area,  for  each  home  built 
more  land  is  consumed  than  in  the  case  of  higher  density  development.   Even 
though  fewer  large  lots  will  be  developed,  even  a  small  number  of  developed 
lots  can  reduce  agricultural  land  at  the  same  rate  as  typical  subdivision 
activities.   To  enable  large-lot  zoning  to  be  an  effective  tool  for  the 


preservation  of  agricultural  land,  the  lot  size  must  be  large  enough  to 
discourage  development  and  other  zoning  areas  must  be  -provided  to  meet  the 
residential,  commercial  and  industrial  growth  needs  of  any  particular 
jurisdiction. 

Large-lot  zoning  when  utilized  as  a  part  of  a  total  management  package 
is  an  effective  tool  that  will  help  preserve  agricultural  land.   To  encou- 
rage efficient  land  use  and  to  control  the  conversion  of  agriculture  land, 
the  individual  counties  should  be  encouraged  to  develop,  improve,  and  main- 
tain a  comprehensive  land  use  plan  and  management  techniques  that  promote 
and  encourage  the  efficient  use  of  the  county's  most  value  resource,  its 
land.   However,  there  are  counties  within  the  State  which  do  not  have  a 
total  land  use  management  package.   Whenever  possible  the  counties  should 
encourage  future  residential  and  other  development  to  take  place  in  and 
around  existing  urban  areas  which  possess  the  potential  to  absorb  additional 
growth.   This  potential  results  from  the  existence  of  sewer,  water,  high- 
ways, schools,  and  other  public  services  that  are  required  by  residential 
growth.   If  the  potential  to  accommodate  additional  development  is  not  suf- 
ficient in  these  areas,  care  should  be  exercised  to  guide  the  growth  to 
those  areas  which  do  not  exhibit  good  agricultural  characteristics.   In 
any  event,  when  large-lot  zoning  and  other  land  management  techniques  are 
used  by  the  counties,  care  must  be  taken  to  assure  that  all  sectors  of  the 
population  have  adequate  opportunities  for  the  purchase  of  homesites. 

In  response  to  the  basic  question  as  expressed  in  SJR  34,  the  findings 
of  this  report  indicate  no  correlation  between  the  use  of  large-lot  zoning 
and  the  decrease  in  agricultural  land.   The  limited  utilization  of  large- 


lot  zoning,  and  the  recent  enactment  of  large-lot  provisions  combined  with 
the  general  lack  of  adequate  county  data  (as  seen  in  the  appendix),  make 
it  difficult  to  make  conclusive  statements  regarding  the  relationship  of 
large-lot  zoning  requirements  to  the  reduction  in  agricultural  land. 

The  best  agricultural  land  is  also  the  best  residential  land.   Land 
preparation  costs  are  minimal  and  the  land  can  withstand  individual  septic 
systems  and  wells.   In  most  cases,  minimum  lot  sizes  have  not  been  related 
to  agricultural  practices  or  based  on  a  determination  regarding  the  optimal 
land  area  needed  to  sustain  agricultural  practices.   Rather,  size  has  been 
determined  through  the  process  of  compromise  pertaining  to  accommodation 
of  residential  development  in  agricultural-rural  areas.   It  has  been  pre- 
sumed that  at  some  point  the  lot  size  will  be  sufficiently  large  so  that 
the  cost  of  the  land  will  be  great  enough  to  prevent  individuals  from 
building  houses  in  agricultural  areas.   This  approach  may  be  risky,  if 
individuals  can  afford  and  do  wish  to  purchase  these  large  building  sites, 
the  result  may  very  well  contribute  to  the  depletion  of  agricultural  lands. 

Historically,  and  even  currently,  zoning  mixes  residential  and  agri- 
cultural uses.   A  different  treatment  would  be  the  separation  of  the 
methods  for  accommodating  residential  development  from  those  protecting 
the  best  agricultural  lands.   The  latter  would  be  based  on  agricultural 
practices  and  purposes  and  the  predetermination  of  optimal  site  sizes 
appropriate  for  agriculture. 

Agricultural  land  has  also  been  declining  in  areas  of  little  or  no 
growth  in  development  regardless  of  the  existence  or  absence  of  large-lot 
zoning  provisions.   This  contributes  to  the  difficulty  of  drawing  the 


conclusion  that  these  techniques  are  of  primary  importance  in  causing  the 
depletion  in  agricultural  land. 


SECTION  II:   CURRENT  TRENDS  AND  PATTERNS 

On  a  national  basis  approximately  one-fifth  of  all  land  is  currently 
in  cropland,  one-fourth  of  all  land  in  permanent  pasture  and  range,  and 
about  one-third  in  forest.   There  were  very  few  significant  shifts  between 
I960  and  1970  and  these  percentages  are  roughly  the  same  as  they  were  in 
1950.   No  major  proportional  changes  are  expected  between  now  and  the  year 
2000.   Land  in  urban  use  increased  from  27.2  million  acres  in  1960  to  34.2 
million  acres  in  1970,  nearly  half  of  this  new  urban  land  came  from  agri- 
cultural lands.   While  land  used  for  cropland  has  steadily  decreased  in 
recent  years,  at  the  same  time  crop  production  has  increased  by  50  percent. 
With  the  urban  areas  continuing  to  absorb  most  (807.)  of  the  population 
growth  and  per-acre  agricultural  productivity  continuing  to  increase,  there 
will  be  more  than  enough  land  in  agricultural  use  to  meet  the  food  demands 
of  the  nation  for  the  year  2000  and  beyond. 

While  the  overall  picture  for  agriculture  is  good  on  the  national 
level,  in  the  Northeast  region  farm  acreage  has  declined  between  1960  and 
19  70.   Even  though  agricultural  land  was  being  abosrbed  by  increased  urban 
growth,  this  loss  was  offset  by  increases  in  per-acre  productivity  which 
created  a  no-change  impact  on  total  productivity.   At  present,  farms  are 
going  out  of  business  faster  than  increased  productivity  and  this  trend 
in  the  loss  of  agricultural  land  is  accelerating.   Farmland  in  the  Northeast 
is  being  lost  at  a  rate  that  endangers  the  entire  agricultural  industry  of 
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the  region. 

The  trend  of  declining  agricultural  land  is  especially  evident  in  the 
State  of  Maryland  where,  in  the  past  2.5  years,  the  amount  of  agricultural 
land  has  decreased  by  approximately  40  percent  or  1,600,000  acres.   At 
this  rate  of  decline,  the  remaining  2.4  million  acres  of  agricultural  land 
will  dwindle  to  less  than  1.0  million  acres  by  the  year  2000.   The  remaining 
agricultural  land  would  represent  less  than  20  percent  of  the  State's  total 
land  area  and  would  represent  a  significant  decrease  from  the  67  percent 
of  the  total  land  area  that  agricultural  use  represented  in  1945. 

The  table  on  page  8  indicates  the  forecasted  loss  of  agricultural 
land  by  region  for  the  year  2000.   While  the  losses  in  the  Upper  and  Lower 
Eastern  Shore  Regions  are  modest,  the  forecasted  losses  of  agricultural 
land  for  the  remainder  of  the  State,  including  the  Baltimore-Washington 
urban  corridor  are  significant.   This  table  also  indicates  the  relation- 
ship that  increasing  population  has  on  the  overall  decline  of  the  State's 
agricultural  land. 

The  decline  of  agricultural  land  in  the  State  of  Maryland  is  the 
result  of  several  interrelated  factors.   Generally,  agriculture  is  be- 
coming a  high  investment,  low  wage  industry,  and  this  is  creating  many 
social  and  economic  problems  for  the  farmers  of  Maryland.   Increased  land 
costs,  as  a  result  of  urban  pressures,  have  resulted  in  a  growing  inability 
for  farms  to  continue  except  on  a  very  large  scale  and  then  only  with  a 
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PROJECTED  AGRICULTURAL  LAND  BY  REGION 


REGION 

Western  Maryland 
Frederick 

Metropolitan  Baltimore 
Suburban  Washington 
Southern  Maryland 
Upper  Eastern  Shore 
Lower  Eastern  Shore 

STATE  TOTALS 


ACRES 

ACRES 

ACRES 

1974 

1990 

2000 

289,201 

126,276 

14,600 

232,676 

165,067 

120,100  ' 

490,348 

227,727 

61,800 

188,102 

36,402 

-51,240* 

221,850 

89,823 

4,760 

617,558 

500,517 

416,740 

396,908 

261,985 

175,200 

2,436,643 

1,407,797 

793,200 

*   BASE  on  linear  projection  analysis  of  land  in  farms  through  time, 
from  1949  to  1974.   If  the  1949  to  1974  trend  continues  to  the  year 
2000,  these  are  the  project  amounts  of  agricultural  land  that  will 
remain  in  each  region  of  the  State. 


marginal  return  on  investment.   In  response  to  this  trend  there  is  a  tendency 
to  consolidate  farms  by  purchasing  adjacent  lands  or  enlargement  of  acreage 
by  rentals.   When  the  urban  pressures  are  great  enough,  competitive  non- 
agricultural  land  use  escalate  the  value  of  farm  land  to  such  an  extent  that 
the  adjacent  farmer  cannot  afford  the  purchase.   The  farm  owner  is  tempted  by 
the  magnitude  of  capital  return  on  the  sale  of  his  land  for  non-agricultural 
purposes.   Special  agricultural  tax  assessments  assist  the  farmer  in  main- 
taining a  reduced  tax  burden  but  the  general  social  and  economic  conditions 
of  the  farmer  are  such  that  upon  retirement  the  farm  is  often  sold  to  the 
person  willing  to  pay  the  highest  price.   Other  factors  such  as  urban  sprawl, 
expanding  sewer,  water  and  transportation  facilities,  and  the  general  incom- 
patibility of  agricultural  area's  with  residential  areas,  brings  further  pres- 
sure on  the  farmer  to  sell  his  land.   In  the  urbanizing  areas,  these  factors 
combine  to  bring  increased  urbanization  and  a  further  reduction  of  agricul- 
tural land.   Recent  reductions  in  population  growth  trends  may  tend  to  slightly 
diminish  the  impact  of  urbanization  on  agricultural  land.   Likewise,  energy 
shortages,  inflationary  economics,  and  recent  improvements  in  urban  life 
quality  may  make  existing  urban  areas  more  attractive  and  thus  reduce  the 
impact  on  agricultural  lands.   However,  the  number  of  additional  people  that 
must  be  housed  (1.5  million  people  or  500,000  new  dwelling  units)  over  the 
next  20  years  will  place  pressure  on  the  agricultural  areas  of  the  State. 

The  individual  counties  of  the  State  each  view  the  problem  of  the 
depletion  of  agricultural  land  in  varying  perspectives.   These  individual 
viewpoints  which  were  obtained  from  a  questionnaire  sent  out  by  the  Depart- 
ment of  State  Planning  are  outlined  below.   These  county  viewpoints  are 
paraphases   of  the  individual  county  responses  to  the  questionnaire,  see 
Appendix  B  for  a  copy  of  the  Department  of  State  Planning  letter  and  the 
four  questions  asked  of  each  county. 


Allegany  County  -  sees  only  a  moderate  change  (decline)  in  the  total 
number  of  agricultural  acres  and  feels  that  most  of  the  land 
being  converter!  to  other  non-agricultural  uses  was  formerly  wood- 
land or  land  abandoned  and  overgrown  with  brush.   In  their  opinion 
the  best  agricultural  land  is  still  being  used  for  agricultural 
purposes  or  has  been  abandoned  to  lie  fallow  before  being  con- 
verted to  other  land  uses. 

Anne  .^rundel  County  -  feels  that  the  problem  of  agricultural  land 
conversion  does  exist  in  the  county,  but  also  feels  that  the 
loss  of  agricultural  land  or  its  removal  from  production  in  a 
county  with  a  non-agricultural  economic  base  can  be  considered 
minor.   The  County  is  concerned  not  only  for  the  loss  of  active 
farming,  but  also  for  the  loss  of  open  space,  the  changes  in 
character  and  life  style,  the  destruction  of  the  soil  resource 
suited  for  agriculture,  and  loss  of  an  economic  activity  that 
is  still  important  to  many  County  residents. 

Baltimore  County  -  states  that  even  though  large  portions  of  the 
county's  prime  agricultural  land  have  been  lost  to  development, 
the  farmers  have  prevailed  and  agricultural  production  has  con- 
tinued.  In  an  effort  to  give  some  protection  to  the  remaining 
agricultural  land,  the  county  has  enacted  an  agricultural  zoning 
classification. 

Calvert  County  -  is  concerned  about  the  large  majority  of  sub- 
division activity  that  is  occuring  in  the  Agricultural  A-l 
District.   The  county  sees  this  not  as  much  a  problem  of  the 
conversion  of  agricultural  land,  but  rather  the  depletion  of 
open  and  forest  land.   With  the  lack  of  water  and  sewerage 
facilities  throughout  the  County,  which  restricts  higher  res- 
idential densities,  the  County  feels  that  the  present  trend  of 
conversion  into  subdivisions  will  continue. 

Caroline  County  -  feels  that  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land 
is  moving  into  a  critical  stage  where  land  use  competition  is 
more  intense.   The  county  feels  the  depletion  of  agricultural 
land  has  resulted  from  land  acquired  by  the  State  of  Maryland, 
subdivision  development  for  residential  use  or  speculative 
purposes,  and  industrial  and  commercial  build-up.   The  County's 
most  immediate  fear  lies  in  the  unknown  elements  such  as  the 
extension  of  water  and  sewer  lines  and  the  decreasing  number 
of  building  sites  within  municipal  boundaries.   The  County  sees 
these  activities  as  continuing  to  aggrevate  the  problem  of 
agricultural  depletion  and  will  erode  the  county's  rural  envir- 
onment. 

Carroll  County  -  sees  the  problem  of  the  depletion  of  agricultural 
land  boiling  down  to  the  fact  that  while  there  is  a  general 
desire  to  see  agricultural  land  preserved,  there  are  virtually 
no  practical  mechanisms  available  to  institute  by  government  to 
prevent  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land. 
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Cecil  County  -  states  that  while  the  southern  portion  of  the  county 
is  basically  agriculturally  oriented,  the  northern  portion  is 
beginning  to  experience  more  intensive  development  pressures. 
The  sharp  increase  in  real  estate  values  make  it  more  attractive 
for  north  county  farmers  to  sell  to  developers.   The  lack  of 
water  and  sewer  extension  capabilities  creates  a  demand  on 
agricultural  land  by  reducing  the  ability  of  the  county  to  pro- 
vide for  growth  in  existing  residential  areas  and  drives  the 
developer  to  agricultur'al  lands  which  can  support  on-site 
septic  facilities. 

Charles  County  -  states  that  several  of  the  county's  agricultural 
areas  have  been  subdivided  for  single-family  residential  devel- 
opment and  several  areas  for  exploration  of  the  removal  of  sand 
and  gravel  and  these  factors  have  lead  to  the  depletion  of  a 
portion  of  the  county's  agricultural  lands. 

Dorchester  County  -  states  that  they  have  not  experienced  rapid 
growth,  which  has  thus  reduced  the  loss  of  agricultural  land 
to  development.   However,  they  do  feel  there  is  the  potential 
for  the  subdivision  of  most  of  the  County  into  one-acre  lots. 
In  addition,  they  state  that  one  large  problem  is  the  agricul- 
turist who  want  the  protection  from  encroaching  development, 
yet  also  want  the  right  to  sell  their  land  for  that  same 
development. 

Frederick  County  -  states  that  13,391  acres  of  agricultural  land 
has  been  plotted  since  1968.   The  county  feels  that  large  lot 
zoning  does  deplete  agricultural  land  at  a  faster  rate,  in 
addition  they  feel  that  when  the  farmer  decides  to  sell,  he 
has  made  the  decision  that  the  land  is  no  longer  agricultural 
land,  therefore  lot  size  may  be  irrelevant  to  the  basic  question. 

Garrett  County  -  states  that  it  was  difficult  to  quantify  the 

"extent1'  of  the  farm-land  conversion  problem  within  the  county, 
but  that  many  of  the  local  farmers  regard  it  as  a  very  serious 
problem.   In  addition,  the  county  indicates  that  there  has  been 
a  23%  decrease  in  agricultural  land  from  1969  to  1974  and  the 
rate  of  loss  evidently  is  continuing  to  increase. 

Harford  County  -  states  that  while  some  farmers  have  been  able  to 
remain  gainfully  employed  on  farms,  the  agricultural  product 
does  not  have  a  value  commensurate  with  rising  land  values.   In 
addition,  they  state  the  County  has  zoning  regulations  that 
have  assisted  planners  in  controlling  sprawl  and  containing 
development  within  a  prescribed  envelope,  but  the  current  trend 
indicates  that  12%  of  the  County  residential  development  occurs 
outside  of  this  envelope. 
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Howard  County  -  feels  that  land  is  converted  from  agricultural 
use  to  other  uses  either  because  of  its  greater  value  in  the 
other  uses,  or  because  continuation  in  farm  uses  would  result 
in  a  negative  net  return.   The  County  views  the  problem  as 
instead  of  parcels  being  subdivided  within  the  areas  where 
public  utilities  are  available,  development  has  leapfrogged 
to  areas  outside  the  10-Year  Water  and  Sewer  Plan  and  has 
therefore  taken  farm  parcels  out  of  agricultural  production. 
A  large  number  of  large  lot  subdivision  has  been  one  of  the 
great  elements  in  breaking  up  large  farm  acreages. 

Kent  County  -  sees  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land  as  a  minor 
problem  within  the  County,  and  feels  that  use  of  large  lot 
zoning  is  not  a  significant  problem  in  the  sense  that  SJR  34 
intimates  because  to  believe  that  the  workings  of  a  few  zoning 
techniques  could  account  for  wasteful  development  practices  is 
an  oversimplification  of  the  phenomenon. 

Montgomery  County  -  states  that  the  conversion  of  agricultural 
lands  remains  a  serious  and  constant  problem  as  urbanization 
continues  to  consume  land  formerly  devoted  to  agricultural 
or  forest  uses.   The  County  expects  its  growth  to  occur  in 
''corridors'1  of  development  and  with  zoning  and  the  limitation 
of  water  and  sewer  to  protect  the  agriculturally  oriented 
;'wedges.';  Agricultural  land  within  the  "corridors"  is  already 
capitalized  for  conversion,  and  little  can  be  done  to  maintain 
its  agricultural  use  due  to  its  great  profitability  for  devel- 
opment.  Preservation  of  farmland  in  the  "wedges"  depends  on 
the  County's  ability  to  concentrate  growth  within  the  "corri- 
dors."  Some  development  pressure  will  continue  due  to  the 
market  for  estate-type  homes  and  the  financial  problems  of 
farms,  especially  tax  assessments  at  market  value  and  estate 
tax  regulations. 

Prince  George's  County  -  states  that  they  currently  have  no  data 
to  assess  the  problem  of  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land 
to  other  uses. 

Queen  Anne ' s  County  -  feels  that  the  county  is  facing  a  serious 
problem  regarding  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land,  since 
between  1959  and  1974  the  total  acreage  in  farms  declined  from 
183,000  to  156,000.   This  problem  will  continue  due  to  current 
proposals  for  converting  an  estimated  2,000  agricultural  acres 
into  residential  development  and  due  to  the  5,000  to  10,000 
acres  in  the  hands  of  speculators  or  developers  who  will  almost 
certainly  convert  their  land  at  some  future  time. 
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St.  Mary's  County  -  states  that  the  problem  of  conversion  of  agri- 
cultural land  for  development  purposes,  particularly  to  residen- 
tial use,  has  become  an  issue  of  concern  for  the  County.   In 
addition,  they  state  that  agricultural  lands  are  usually  the 
most  likely  to  be  developed  because  development  costs  are  con- 
siderably much  less  than  development  costs  for  other  lands. 
Also,  the  urban  planning  area  in  the  central  portion  of  the 
county,  where  higher  density  development  and  growth  are  en- 
couraged, has  experienced  little  development  pressure  because 
of  the  demand  elsewhere,  the  availability  of  agricultural 
lands,  and  the  lack  of  immediately  available  central  water 
and  sewerage  to  serve  the  urban  area. 

Somerset  County  -  states  that  presently  the  County  has  no  real 
problem  regarding  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land,  but 
there  is  a  large  lot  conservation  zone  (5-acre  minimum)  for 
the  purpose  of  preserving  and  protecting  the  wetlands  of  the 
County,  and  they  foresee  no  loss  of  agricultural  land  because 
of  this  zoning. 

Talbot  County  -  states  that  the  problem  of  the  conversion  of 
agricultural  land  for  development  has  been  one  of  the  major 
purposes  of  the  existing  County  Zoning  Ordinance.   The  County 
feels  that  by  requiring  large  lot  sizes  the  demand  for  devel- 
opment would  be  held  under  reasonable  control.   By  this  tech- 
nique the  County  feels  that  large  scale  development  has  been 
reasonably  controlled. 

Washington  County  -  states  that  productive  agricultural  land  is 
increasingly  being  converted  to  non-agricultural  uses  and 
suburban  and  scattered,  large-scale  rural  development  threatens 
agriculture  though  the  increased  demand  for  rural  land  for 
development  and  the  resultant  rampant  increase  in  farmland 
cost.   For  the  past  five  years  (1970-1975),  the  total  amount 
of  land  subdivided  for  residential  purposes  has  averaged  1643 
acres  every  year,  or  37.  of  the  County's  total  land  area  every 
five  years.   At  this  rate,  agriculture  will  face  virtual  ex- 
tinction as  a  productive,  economic  force  and  as  a  way  of  life 
in  the  community  within  two  generations. 

Wicomico  County  -  feels  that  within  the  last  10  years  subdivision 
activity  has  affected  the  amount  of  land  available  for  agri- 
culture.  The  county  is  now  acting  to  prevent  further  attri- 
tion through  amendments  to  the  subdivision  regulations  and 
does  not  propose  to  use  large  lot  zoning  as  a  device  to  pre- 
vent loss  of  agricultural  land. 
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Worcester  County  -  states  that  as  of  this  time,  neither  the 
Planning  Commission  or  the  County  Commissioners  have  form- 
ally documented  there  is  a  problem  relative  to  the  conver- 
sion of  agricultural  land  within  the  County.   In  the  county's 
recent  revision  of  the  Master  Plan,  the  Planning  Department 
suggested  to  the  County  Commissioners  the  requirement  of 
large-lot  zoning  as  a  means  to  discourage  subdivision  of 
agricultural  land,  but  was  not  favorably  accepted  by  the 
Commissioners,  as  they  felt  this  would  not  discourage  sub- 
dividing, but  rather  would  encourage  the  rapid  conversion 
of  prime  agricultural  land  and  would  lead  to  under-utiliza- 
tion  of  the  land. 

To  address  the  reduction  of  agricultural  land,  a  number  of  techniques 

have  been  utilized  to  control  or  slow  the  rate  of  agricultural  conversion. 

These  techniques,  including  large-lot  zoning,  are  discussed  in  Section  III. 
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SECTION  III:   CURRENT  TECHNIQUES  FOR  AGRICULTURAL  PRESERVATION 

Historically,  land  use  decisions  have  been  basically  the  responsibi- 
lity of  local  units  of  government.   The  taxation  of  land,  zoning  of  land 
for  various  uses,  and  the  establishment  of  guidelines  for  growth  and 
development,  have  been  and  still  are  achieved  by  local  officials.    Zoning 
is  the  basic  tool  of  local  government  in  land  use  management  and  tradi- 
tional efforts  to  preserve  agricultural  land  have  been  attempted  by  vari- 
ous zoning  techniques.   The  most  frequently  used  zoning  and  sub-division 
techniques  for  the  preservation  of  agricultural  land  are: 

Large-Lot  Zoning,  in  which  minimum-acre  requirements  are  imposed, 
tending  to  increase  housing  unit  costs  and  thus  discourage  single-family 
home  development.   In  suburban  areas  this  technique  has  often  been  viewed 
as  exclusionary,  but  in  predominantly  rural  areas,  large-lot  zoning  has 
been  held  as  valid. 

Agricultural  and  Exclusive  Agricultural  Zoning,  are  similar  to  large- 
lot  zoning  because  they  allow  home  construction  on  large  lots  (2  or  more 
acres).   It  is  used  to  distinguish  rural  agricultural  land  uses  from 
other  areas  which  are  programmed  for  various  types  of  development.   Exclu- 
sive agricultural  zoning,  limits  the  construction  of  facilities  to  only 
those  that  are  necessary  to  support  farming.   This  technique  is  valid  for 
areas  where  farming  is  clearly  the  best  or  preferred  land  use. 

Clustering  and  Planned  Unit  Development,  allow  land  to  be  kept  in 
farms  by  requiring  all  development  to  be  clustered  on  a  specific  minimum 
of  acreage.   These  techniques  permit  development  to  occur  at  higher 


1   Even  though  property  assessment  is  now  a  function  of  the  State  Department 
of  Assessments  and  Taxation. 
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densities,  thus  allowing  for  the  preservation  of  existing  agricultural  and 
open  space  areas. 

Adequate  Public  Facility  Provisions,  identify  urban  or  development 
growth  envelopes  in  which  capital  facilities  exist  or  will  be  provided. 
Rural  and  agricultural  districts  are  also  identified,  in  which  no  capital 
facilities  will  be  extended. 

In  addition  to  the  above  mentioned  techniques,  there  are  a  number  of 
other  methods  useful  in  preserving  agricultural  land.   These  other  tech- 
niques include  preferential  tax  assessment,  deferred  taxation,  restrictive 
agreements,  the  creation  of  agricultural  districts  and  acquisition  of  dev- 
eloped easements.   It  should  be  stressed  that  no  single  technique  is  cap- 
able of  adequately  preserving  agricultural  land,  and  that  for  a  successful 
preservation  program  a  number  of  these  techniques  must  be  used  in  a  coordi- 
nated fashion.   Large-lot  zoning  is  then  just  one  tool  among  many  that 
could  be  utilized  to  control  and  slow  the  rate  of  the  depletion  of  agri- 
cultural land  in  the  State  of  Maryland.   To  enable  large-lot  zoning  to  be 
an  effective  tool  for  the  preservation  of  agricultural  land,  the  lot  size 
must  be  large  enough  to  limit  non-agricultural  development  and  other  zoning 
areas  must  be  provided  to  meet  the  expected  levels  of  residential,  commer- 
cial and  industrial  growth. 

The  following  section  analysis  the  rate  of  conversion  throughout  the 
State  of  Maryland  and  examines  and  compares  the  rates  of  conversion 
between  counties  that  are  currently  using  large-lot  zoning  and  those 
counties  which  do  not  use  large-lot  zoning.   This  analysis  will  examine 
if  in  fact  large-lot  zoning  does  contribute  to  the  preservation  of  agri- 
culture land  or  leads  to  the  depletion  of  agricultural  areas. 
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SECTION  IV:   IMPACTS  OF  LARGE-LOT  ZONING 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  zoning  classifications  that  are  cur- 
rently being  used  by  the  counties.   Included  is  the  year  of  zoning  ordi- 
nance, the  name  of  the  individual  zones,  the  minimum  lot  sizes  required 
per  home  site,  and  the  general  purpose  for  each  zone.   Those  counties 
which  utilize  large-lot  (2  acres  or  more)  zoning  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving agricultural  land  are  underlined. 

Allegany  (1973): 

Agriculture  "A"  District  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit. 

Anne  Arundel  (1973): 

Residential  Agriculture  (R-A)  -  2  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Deferred  Development  (D-D)  -  5  acres  per  dwelling  unit  and  5% 
maximum  lot  coverage. 

NOTE:   While  these  are  large-lot  zoning  districts  their  intended 
purpose  is  not  for  agricultural  preservation  (See  County 
letter  in  Appendix  B). 

Baltimore  City: 

Not  included  in  study. 
Baltimore  County  (as  amended  through  October  10,  1974): 

Rural  Deferred  Planning  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 

Rural  Suburban  Conservation  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 

A  demarcation  line  is  also  utilized  to  delinate  the  provision  of 
urban  services. 

*Calvert  (1974): 

Agricultural  District  (A-l):   3  acres  per  dwelling  unit  in  minor 
subdivisions  of  less  than  five  lots,  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tecting agricultural  land  from  encroachment  of  other  land  uses 


1   Information  accurate  as  of  June  1,  1977. 
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in  order  to  create  a  stable  agricultural  economy,  and  to  pro- 
vide a  land  reserve  for  future  development.   5  acres  per 
dwelling  unit  in  major  subdivisions  of  five  or  more  lots. 

Conservation  District  (CON):   5  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  for  the 
purpose  of  preserving  natural  features  of  the  county. 

Caroline  (1973): 

Rural  (R)  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 

Rural  (R-l)  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit.   (This  zone  pri- 
marily for  Single-Family  residential  with  some  agriculture.) 

Carroll  (1973): 

Agricultural  District  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit,  beyond 
the  30  year  water  and  sewer  service  area  40,000  sq.  ft.  per 
dwelling  unit. 

Conservation  District  -  3  acres  per  dwelling  unit;  5  acre  minimum 
lot  size  for  other  uses. 

Cecil  (1974): 

Agriculture/Residential  (A-R)  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit. 

Forest  Recreation  (F-R)  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 
*Charles  (1974): 

Rural -Agri culture  (R-3)  -  3  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Suburban  Medium  Density  (R-2)  -  2  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Suburban  High  Density  (R-l)  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 
*Dorchester  (1976): 

Agricultural-Residential  (A-R)  -  40,000  sq.  ft.  per  single-family 
dwelling  unit. 

Maritime-Agricultural-Residential  (M-A-R)  -  40,000  sq.  ft.  per 
single-family  dwelling  unit. 

Residential  (R-l)  -  80,000  sq.  ft.  per  single-family  dwelling 
unit,  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  conservation  of  farm- 
lands, forests,  wetlands,  and  waterfront  resources. 
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•Frederick  (1977): 

Agricultural  (a)  -  5  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  for  the  purpose  of 
preserving  productive  agricultural  land  and  the  characteristics 
of  the  rural  environment. 

Conservation  (C)  -  5  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  and  preserving  areas  of  natural  resources. 

Garrett: 

(Garrett  has  a  Zoning  Ordinance  -  1974  which  has  a  Rural 

Development  Zone  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  to  40,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwell- 
ing unit  depending  on  soil  percolation  for  the  Deep  Creek 
Lake  area  of  the  county. 

*Harford  (as  amended  through  January,  1977): 

Agricultural  (A-l)  -  one,  2  acre  lot  per  dwelling  unit  for  every 
10  acres  of  the  total  parcel. 

Howard  (1971): 

Residential  (Farming  permitted)  (R-90)  -  90,000  sq.  ft.  per 
dwelling  unit. 

(R_40)  -  40,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit. 

(R-20)  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit. 

The  proposed  1977  ordinance  suggests  the  creation  of  an  agricul- 
tural zone  with  a  3  acre  per  dwelling  unit  lot  size  minimum. 

*Kent  (1975): 

Rural  District  -  2  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  for  the  purpose  of 
preventing  premature  subdivisions  and  to  protect  farmland. 

Rural-Residential  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 

•Montgomery  (1973): 

(RE-2)  -  2  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Rural  Zone  -  5  acre  minimum  lot  size  for  all  uses;  allows  for  only 
consistent  rural  uses. 
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Prince  George's  (Amended  1974): 

Residential  Agriculture  (R-A)  -  2  acres  minimum  lot  size;  10% 
maximum  lot  coverage. 

Rural  Residential  (R-R)  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit. 

Open  Space  (0-S)  -  5  acre  minimum  lot  size;  5%  maximum  lot 
coverage. 

Queen  Anne's  (1973): 

Agricultural  (A-l)  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 

Agricultural-Conservation  (A-2)  -  2  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  1 
acre  per  dwelling  unit  where  public  services  are  provided,  5 
acre  minimum  lot  size  for  other  uses. 

NOTE:   Large-lot  zoning  (5  acres)  is  being  utilized  at  present 
to  preserve  the  Character  of  the  county's  shoreline,  but 
has  also  helped  preserve  existing  agricultural  lands  with 
the  Shoreline  Protection  Zone.   (See  County  letter  in 
Appendix  B. ) 

*St.  Mary's  (as  amended  through  March  10,  1977): 

Agricultural-Residential  (A-R-l)  -  3  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Agricultural-Residential  (A-R-2)  -  1%  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Both  of  these  districts  are  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  agri- 
cultural areas  from  encroaching  development  which  might  depre- 
ciate the  agricultural  economy  of  the  County  and  to  also  pro- 
tect existing  natural  features  and  scenic  values. 

Somerset  (1976): 

Agricultural  Zone  A-l  acre  per  dwelling  unit,  maximum  25%  lot 
coverage;  for  mobile  home  parks,  2,500  sq.  ft.  per  unit. 

Conservation  Zone  (CO-l)  -  5  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  maximum  15% 
lot  coverage. 

Conservation  Zone  (C0-2)  -  5  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  maximum  157. 
lot  coverage  (both  Conservation  Zones  for  purpose  of  wetland 
and  rural  area  protection). 
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•Talbot  (1974): 

Agricultural  (for  the  purpose  of  promoting  agriculture)  - 
(A-2)  -  2  acres  per  dwelling  unit.   (A-5)  -  5  acres  per 
dwelling  unit. 

Agriculture/Conservation  (A-10)  -  10  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 
Washington  (1974): 

Agricultural  (A)  -  40,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit,  3  acres 
minimum  for  most  other  uses. 

Residential  Rural  (RR)  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit,  h 
to  2  acres  for  other  uses. 

Conservation  (C)  -  3  acres  per  dwelling  unit,  5  acres  minimum 
for  all  other  uses. 

NOTE:  Agricultural  uses  are  permitted  in  all  zones  with  a  200 
foot  setback. 

.  Wicomico  (1972): 

Agriculture-Rural  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit. 

Worchester  (1965): 

Agriculture  (A-l)  -  1  acre  per  dwelling  unit. 

Conservation  (C-l)  -  2  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

(Draft  Zoning  Ordinance)  -  1977  proposes  these  zones: 

General  Agricultural  (A-l)  -  1  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Prime  Agricultural  (A-2)  -  5  acres  per  dwelling  unit. 

Rural  Residential  (R-l)  -  20,000  sq.  ft.  per  dwelling  unit. 

Conservation  (C-l)  -  5  acres  per  dwelling  unit  minimum  lot 
size. 

The  county  by  county  and  regional  changes  in  the  amount  of  agricul- 
tural land  between  1949  and  1974  can  be  seen  in  the  following  table  and 
chart.   The  table  shows  the  amount  of  agricultural  land  for  the  years 
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1949,  1959,  1969,  and  1974  by  county  and  region.   The  last  two  columns 
represent  the  percent  decline  between  1949  and  1974,  and  the  percent 
decline  between  1969  and  1974.   It  is  during  this  latter  period  that  some 
of  the  counties  commended  using  large-lot  zoning.   The  chart  on  Page  25 
graphically  depicts  the  loss  of  agricultural  land  by  regions  of  the  State. 

Between  1949  and  1974  the  23  counties  of  the  State  have  lost  approx- 
imately 1,619,000  acres  of  agricultural  land.   This  represents  an  overall 
statewide  decline  of  approximately  40  percent.   During  the  period  between 
1969  and  1974  the  23  counties  lost  a  combined  total  of  approximately 
366,799  of  agricultural  land,  which  represents  a  13  percent  decrease. 
During  this  time  period  (1969  to  1974),  there  are  four  counties  which  have 
utilized  large-lot  zoning  for  the  purpose  of  agricultural  protection. 
These  counties  are  Calvert,  Charles,  Montgomery,  and  Talbot.   During  this 
same  period,  there  are  other  counties  which  have  utilized  large-lot  zoning 
for  the  purpose  of  conservation  of  natural  features  (shoreline,  forest 
areas,  etc.).   These  counties  are  Frederick,  Prince  George's,  Queen  Anne's, 
Somerset  and  Washington.   Since  1974,  five  additional  counties  have  imple- 
mented large-lot  zoning  districts  for  the  purpose  of  agricultural  protec- 
tion; these  counties  are  Dorchester,  Frederick,  Harford,  Kent,  and  St. 
Mary's.   All  the  individual  counties  show  a  constant  decline  of  agricul- 
tural land  for  the  past  25  years  and  have  the  same  proportional  rates  of 
loss  between  1949  to  1974  and  1969  to  1974  as  compared  to  the  respective 
rates  of  loss  for  the  State  as  a  whole.   This  indicates  that  there  is  no 
significant  degree  of  correspondence  between  the  use  of  large-lot  zoning 
and  the  increased  consumption  of  agricultural  land. 
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AGRICULTURAL  LOSS  BY  REGION 


Agricultural  Acreage 
900   (T8) 

\ 


800 


•^ 


SOURCE:   Maryland  Department  of 

State  Planning,  information 
taken  from  the  1949,  1959, 
1969,  and  1974  U.S.  Census 
of  Agriculture. 
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Due  to  the  limited  number  of  counties  which  have  utilized  large-lot 
zoning  for  any  extended  time  and  due  to  the  recent  enactment  and  short 
time  frame  that  this  technique  has  been  used  in  other  counties,  it  is  not 
possible  to  make  an  accurate  prediction  of  the  success  or  failure  of  large- 
lot  zoning  to  preserve  agricultural  land.   The  loss  of  agricultural  land 
instead  seems  to  be  most  related  to  the  combination  of  population  growth, 
agricultural  economics,  and  land  costs.   Where  land  costs  are  higher,  the 
land  tends  to  be  utilized  in  a  more  efficient  manner.   However,  high  land 
value  causes  development  to  skip  to  areas  of  less  expensive  land,  causing 
continued  urban/ suburban  sprawl.   With  the  use  of  large-lot  zoning,  devel- 
opment costs  are  increased  by  requiring  more  land  for  each  dwelling  unit. 
This  helps  maintain  a  balance  in  development  costs  between  low  value  rural 
land  and  higher  value  urban/ suburban  land  that  encourages  use  of  non-agri- 
cultural areas  for  growth  and  helps  preserve  existing  agricultural  areas. 

The  key  to  agricultural  preservation  is  not  the  exclusive  use  of 
large-lot  zoning,  but  the  use  of  a  number  of  tools,  which  may  include 
large-lot  zoning,  that  not  only  limit  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land, 
but  also  encourages  and  focuses  growth  into  higher  density  and  existing 
urban  areas.   Thus  the  use  of  large-lot  zoning  should  be  encouraged  only 
within  the  framework  of  a  county-wide  development  plan  and  comprehensive, 
multi-faceted  implementation  package. 
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APPENDIX  A 


(Senate  Joint  Resolution  34) 

A  Senate  Joint  Resolution  concerning 

The  Depletion  of  Agricultural  Lands 

FOR  the  purpose  of  requesting  that  the  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Health 
and  Mental  Hygiene  and  State  Planning  study  the  problem  of  whether 
zoning  requirements  establishing  large  acreages  for  home  sites  lead 
to  a  depletion  of  agricultural  land. 

A  little  noticed  but  potentially  catastrophic  crisis  is  nearing  public 
recognition.   This  is  the  critical  food  shortage  that  exists  throughout  the 
world  and  even  in  some  places  of  America.   This  crisis  is  very  much  like 
the  energy  crisis  that  has  confronted  this  nation  during  the  past  two  years. 
It  involves  a  natural  resource  that  we  have  tended  to  take  for  granted,  and 
falsely  believe  is  inexhaustible. 

The  number  of  acres  of  agricultural  land  that  is  available  for  planting 
have  been  steadily  decreasing  in  this  State.   The  press  of  the  economic 
situation  facing  the  farmer  militates  against  expanding  agricultural  land. 
However,  with  the  present  state  of  growing  technology,  the  need  to  expand 
and  increase  agricultural  land  is  not  as  critical  as  the  need  to  preserve 
the  land  now  being  farmed. 

In  many  areas  of  this  State,  a  major  cause  of  the  decrease  in  agricul- 
tural land  is  due  to  the  short-sighted  and  potentially  hazardous  zoning 
regulations  that  require  building  lots  of  up  to  5  acres.   This  supposed 
rationale  for  acquiring  such  large  size  lots  is  for  health  reasons.   This 
Body  recognizes  that  in  rural  areas,  without  sewerage,  it  is  necessary  to 
have  larger  building  lots  than  would  be  required  in  an  area  served  by  sewers. 
However,  regulations  that  require  present  building  lots  in  excess  of  the 
Health  Department's  standards  are  clearly  not  for  that  purpose. 

The  land  for  these  over-size  building  lots  is  carved  from  land  that  is 
used  for  agricultural  purposes.   In  many  cases,  the  homeowner  does  not 
desire  to  nor  does  want  the  financial  obligation  of  such  a  large  lot.   There 
is  no  reason  that  building  lots  in  light  of  the  present  critical  shortage  of 
food  that  will  soon  be  faced  in  this  country  must  take  away  prime  agricul- 
tural land. 
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This  Body  would  like  to  express  its  desire  that  this  short-sighted 
policy  be  halted  and  every  effort  be  made  to  preserve  agricultural  land; 
now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED  BY  THE  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  OF  MARYLAND,  That  this  Body  request 
that  the  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Health  and  Mental  Hygiene  and  State 
Planning  study  the  problem  of  whether  zoning  requirements  establishing  large 
acreages  for  home  sites  lead  to  a  depletion  of  agricultural  land;  and  be  it 
further 

RESOLVED,  That  copies  of  this  Resolution  be  sent  to  the  Secretaries  of 
Agriculture,  Health  &  Mental  Hygiene  and  State  Planning. 

Approved  April  22,  1975. 
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APPENDIX   B 


MARVIN   MANDEL 

GOVERNOR 


MARYLAND 

DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  PLANNING 

301     WEST    PRESTON    STREET 
BALTIMORE,    MARYLAND       21201 

TELEPHONE:       301-383-2451 


VLADIMIR    A     WAHBE 

SECRETARY     OF    STATE    PLANNING 


May  25,  1976 

Dear , 

In  1975  the  Maryland  Senate  passed  a  joint  resolution  concerning  the 
depletion  of  agricultural  lands.   This  resolution  is  currently  being 
addressed  jointly  by  the  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Health  and  Mental 
Hygiene,  and  State  Planning,  which  are  now  studying  the  problem  of  whether 
7oning  requirements  establishing  large  acreages  for  home  sites  lead  to  the 
depletion  of  agricultural  land.   Since  the  Administration  and  the  results 
of  this  study  may  have  impacts  on  your  own  activities,  we  believe  that 
your  participation  and  input  is  important  to  assure  complete  objectivity. 
Your  assistance  will  be  helpful  to  local  and  State  planning  and  manage- 
ment activities  as  well  as  helping  in  the  completion  of  this  study;  thus, 
we  are  requesting  you  to  forward  information  on  the  four  areas  listed 
below : 

1)  What  is  the  extent  of  the  problem  that  your  county 
faces  regarding  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land? 

2)  What  (other  than  large-lot  zoning)  techniques  does 
your  county  pursue  to  regulate  or  manage  the  conver- 
sion of  agricultural  land?   Please  forward  any  readily 
available  explanatory  information,  including  health 
justifications  for  your  existing  regulations  and  con- 
trols. 

3)  If  your  county  employs  large-lot  zoning  (2  acres  or 
more),  what  are  the  purposes  intended  through  the  use 
of  these  districts?   What  area  (general  location  and 
number  of  acres)  of  your  county  is  in  each  of  these 
districts?   Have  large-lot  zoning  techniques  been 
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successful,  have  there  been  any  unexpected  or  negative 
consequences? 

4)   For  each  year  in  the  last  10  years,  how  many  parcels 
and  how  much  total  acreage  has  been  taken  out  of 
agriculture  for  residential  use  within  the  large-lot 
district(s)?   How  many  of  these  transferred  lots 
were  near  the  minimum  and  three  times  the  minimum 
area  requirement?   We  realize  that  these  data  re- 
quests may  be  difficult  to  satisfy;  however,  any 
available  or  readily  obtainable  data  will  be  helpful. 

.V 

To  enable  you  to  understand  the  purpose  of  this  study  and  the  focus 
of  our  analysis,  a  copy  of  SJR  34  is  attached.   It  would  be  greatly  appre- 
ciated if  this  information  were  received  by  this  Department  by  June  18,  1976. 
Please  send  this  information  to: 

Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21201 

Thank  you  for  any  consideration  you  may  give  to  this  request;  if  you 

have  any  questions  concerning  this  matter,  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  the 

Department  of  State  Planning.   You  will  be  provided  with  a  copy  of  the 

report  which  results  from  this  study. 

Sincerely, 


Valdimir  Wahbe 
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PHONE:  301-724-5721 


ALLEGANY    COUNTY 
PLANNING    &    ZONING^   COMMISSION 

P.O.  BOX  1433  -  ALLEGANY  HEALTH  CENra&'ROotofesBii'.:,^:  j 

CUMBERLAND,  MARYLAND  $J5$  Z  El  V   £  i  > 

i 

Junje  3,  1976,  ,•  ig?6 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 


RE:  Your  letter  of  May  26,  concerning 
depletion  of  agricultural  land. 


the 


Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 


With  respect  to  the  above  topic,  our  County  has  not  done  a  detailed 
analysis  of  this  problem.  In  fact,  in  our  County  it  is  not  clear  whether 
the  depletion  of  agricultural  lands  is  really  a  problem  at  this  time.  How- 
ever, I  will  try  to  answer  the  questions  which  you  ask  and  provide  some 
background  material  which  may  help  you  in  your  study. 

In  response  to  your  questions: 

1)  With  regard  to  the  extent  of  the  problems  that  our  County  faces  re- 
garding the  conversion  of  agricultural  land,  in  checking  our  1961  and 
1974  Land  Use  Data,  we  found  that  in  1961,  approximately  42,500  acres 
were  being  used  for  agricultural  purposes.  In  1974,  approximately 
40,600  acres  were  being  used  for  agricultural  purposes.  Out  of  a  County 
total  of  272,640  acres,  we  find  this  to  be  a  moderate  change. 
During  the  same  time  period,  residential  land  increased  from  5,300  to 
7,400  acres;  industrial  land  increased  from  634  acres  to  1,063  acres. 
Commercial  and  professional  land  increased  from  383  to  655  acres  and 
institutional  lands  increased  from  161  acres  to  398  acres.  Land  being 
used  for  extractive  purposes  increased  from  nearly  3,200  acres  in  1961 
to  nearly  5500  acres  in  1974.  Land  being  used  for  transportation, 
communication,  and  utilities  was  not  mapped  in  1961,  but  totaled 
approximately  7,371  acres  in  1974.  Judging  from  aerial  photos  taken 
in  the  early  1960's  and  from  a  new  set  taken  in  1972,  it  appears  that 
most  of  the  land  being  converted  to  residential,  industrial,  commercial, 
and  other  purposes  was  formerly  woodland  or  land  that  had  been  cleared, 
but  was  becoming  overgrown  with  brush. 
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Mr.  Thomas  -2-  June  3,  1976 


In  our  opinion,  the  best  agricultural  land  in  the  County  is  still 
being  used  either  for  agricultural  purposes  or  has  been  abandoned  to 
lie  fallow  and  eventually  become  covered  with  brush  before  it  is  being 
converted  to  other  land  use. 

2)  With  regard  to  techniques  which  our  County  uses  to  regulate  or  manage 
the  conversion  of  agricultural  land  to  other  uses,  we  do  not  have  large 
lot  zoning  in  the  County.  The  largest  lot  that  we  now  require  for  dwell- 
ings is  20,000  square  feet,  which  is  approximately  %  acre.  This  lot  size 
is  used  in  the  "A"  District,  which  currently  encompasses  most  of  the 
agricultural  land  and  most  of  the  forested  area  of  the  County.  The  major 
tool  that  we  have  to  manage  the  conversion  of  either  forest  or  agricul- 
tural land  to  other  uses  are  the  County's  Subdivision  Regulations. 

The  primary  tool  therein  is  that  subdivisions  currently  must  be  located 
on  a  public  road  which  is  in  the  County  system.  Additionally,  the  State 
Health  Department  regulations  forbid  the  development  of  land  in  flood 
plains  or  on  land  steeper  than  25%  in  grade. 

Judging  from  U.S.G.S.  topographic  sheets  of  the  County,  these  reg- 
ulations effectively  remove  development  potential  from  over  50%  of  the 
land  area  of  Allegany  County,  currently.  However,  the  qualifications 
that  lots  in  subdivisions  front  on  County  maintained  roads,  have  tended 
to  promote  "strip"  development  along  County  roads. 

3)  Since  we  have  no  large  lot  zoning,  these  questions  really  do  not  apply 
to  our  County. 

4)  With  respect  to  question  number  4,  this  does  not  appear  to  apply  to 
Allegany  County  either.  However,  the  Eastern  part  of  the  County  which  is 
mostly  forested  has  had  some  subdivision  activity  where  5-10  acre  parcels 
have  been  divided  out  of  forest  land.  As  noted  in  the  Land  Use  Data 
which  was  presented  earlier,  relatively  little  agricultural  land  has  been 
involved  in  this  process. 

Although  a  moderate  agricultural  land  has  been  converted  to  other  uses  since 
1961  in  Allegany  County,  it  is  our  opinion  that  there  is  a  potential  for  the  con- 
version of  much  of  the  agricultural  lands  in  the  Potomac  Valley,  between  Cresap- 
town  and  Keyser,  to  other  uses.  Should  Allegany  County  attract  new  growth  pro- 
ducing industries  or  commercial  facilities,  much  of  this  agricultural  land  appears 
to  be  well  suited  for  urban  types  of  development.  Due  to  the  nature  of  the 
County's  topography,  with  narrow  valleys,  steep  slopes,  and  narrow  ridge  tops, 
any  new  development  which  occurs  will  almost  be  forced  to  locate  in  the  Potomac 
Valley  area  which  is  broader  than  most  valleys  in  the  area  and  which  for  the  most 
part  lies  on  a  relatively  gentle  slope  above  the  Potomac  Valley  Flood  Plain. 
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Mr.  Thomas  -3-  June  3,  1976 


In  closing,  we  would  refer  you  to  the  Allegany  County  Agriculture 
Extension  Service  located  at  Prospect  Square  in  Cumberland  and  to  the 
Allegany  County  Soil  Conservation  Service  located  at  Nave's  Crossroads,  East 
of  Cumberland,  for  further  input  into  your  study.  I  am  sure  that  these  agencies, 
which  are  involved  in  agricultural  pursuits  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  would  have 
some  data  available  and  perhaps  would  give  a  different  point  of  view  from  that 
which  we  are  expressing. 

Should  you  have  any  further  questions  on  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  our  office  at  your  convenience. 

Sincerely, 

•/  Benjamin  R?  Sansom 
Actjrig  Director 

BRSrmb 

cc:  Charles  McVeigh,  Extension  Agent 
Ron  Hawk,  Soil  Conservation  Service 
Western  Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
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&nne  &rurtbel  County 

©llitt  of  planning  &  Honing 
9nnapo(in,  idarplanb  21404 

June  16,   1976 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21201 

Dear  Ed: 

This  letter  is  written  in  response  to  Secretary  Wahbe's  letter  of  25  May  1976 
requesting  information  on  agricultural  lands  in  Anne  Arundel  County. 

The  issue  of  whether  zoning  requirements  establishing  large  acreages  for  home 
sites  lead  to  the  depletion  of  agricultural  land  is  pertinent  to  Anne  Arundel  County, 
as  both  elements  of  the  issue  are  present,  i.e.  lands  in  agricultural  use  and  large- 
lot  residential  zoning.  However,  no  correlation  between  the  two  has  been  established 
by  analysis. 

Since  1950,  this  County  has  undergone  an  impressive  change  in  character  from  pre- 
dominantly rural  to  predominantly  suburban.  Although  there  is  much  active  agriculture 
being  carried  on,  the  number  of  active  farms  and  farm  acreage  as  a  percentage  of  the 
County's  area  continue  to  decline.   It  is  apparent  that  agricultural  lands  are  being 
converted  to  urban  ases,  particularly  residential.  This  is  occuring  in  the  County's 
west-central  and  southern  areas,  where  mueh  agricultural  land  and  nonfarm  open  land 
is  found,  and  where  prime  quality  agricultural  soils  are  encountered. 

It  was  not  possible  to  answer  all  of  the  questions  with  the  same  degree  of  detail 
as  the  information  is  either  not  available  in  the  manner  requested  nor  could  it  be  gatherc 
We  regret  this.  We  do  hope  that  the  information  provided  on  the  attached  sheets  will  be 
useful  to  you. 

If  there  are  any  additional  questions  on  this  item,  you  may  contact  Thomas  H.  Ventre 
of  this  Office  at  (toll  free)  269-1350,  ext.  1473. 


Florence  Beclc  Kurdle 
Planning  and  Zoning  Officer 


FBK/TV/jls 
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1.  What  Is  the  extent  of  the  problem  that  your  county  faces  regarding  the  conversion 
of  agricultural  land? 

The  problem  of  agricultural  land  conversion  does  exist  in  the  County,  but  inter- 
pretation of  its  extent  must  be  relative  and  subjective,  and  depend  on  how  the  County 
is  viewed  as  an  agricultural  producer.  That  is  to  say,  large-scale  conversion  of  farm- 
lands in  a  county  economically  dependent  on  agriculture  would  have  to  be  considered  a 
serious  problem,  but  loss  of  agricultural  land  or  its  removal  from  production  in  a  county 
with  a  non-agricultural  economic  base  may  be  considered  minor. 

Anne  Arundel  County's  concern  is  not  only  for  the  loss  of  active  farming,  but  also 
for  loss  of  open  space,  change  in  character  and  life  style  of  areas  of  the  County, 
destruction  of  a  resource  (soil)  uniquely  suited  to  a  particular  use  (agriculture),  and 
loss  of  an  economic  activity  still  important  to  many  County  residents. 

The  extent  of  the  problem  is  illustrated  by  the  following  table. 


YEAR 

1964 

1969, 
19741 


NO.  FARMS 

AGRICULTURAL  LAND  IN 
ANNE  ARUNDEL  COUNTY 

NO.  ACRES 

%  OF 

CO.  AREA 

AVER.  SIZE 

812 

678 

(69)  551 

(74)  549 

76,268 

63,159 
56,702 
47,004 

28.6 

23.3 
21.0 
17.4 

93.9 

93.1 

103.0 

86.0 

SOURCE:  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  "1974  Census  of  Agriculture.  Preliminary  Report: 
Anne  Arundel  County,  Md." 
University  of  Maryland  Cooperative  Extension  Service,  "Maryland  Agricultural 
Census  Data,  3y  Counties,  1964  and  1969". 

1Two  sets  of  figures  are  given  for  1974,  one  noted  as  "(69)"  and  the  other  as  "(74)". 
This  format  is  necessary  because  in  the  1974  agricultural  census,  the  definition  of 
"farm"  was  changed  from  that  used  in  1969-  Hence  the  row  noted  "(69)"  indicates  use 
of  the  1969  census  definition,  and  "(74)"  indicates  use  of  the  revised  1974  definition 

2.  What  (other  than  large  lot  zoning)  techniques  does  your  county  pursue  to  regulate 
or  manage  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land?  Please  forward  any  readily  available 
explanatory  information,  including  health  justifications  for  your  existing  regulations 
and  controls. 

First,  it  must  be  understood  that  the  use  of  large-lot  zoning  in  Anne  Arundel  County 
("RA  -  Agricultural  Residential",  2  acre  minimum  area  per  dwelling  unit)  Is  not  primarily 
aimed  at  regulating  or  managing  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land.  Rather  it  is  intended 
to  preclude  development  at  moderate  and  high  densities  in  the  absence  of  or  prior  to 
public  sewer  and  water  service.  Section  13-303  of  the  Anne  Arundel  County  Zoning  Ordinance 
(1975  Edition,  Revised)  states: 

"RA  Agricultural  Residential  Districts  shall  be  located  in  rural  areas 
not  yet  serviced  by  public  water  and  public  sewers." 
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The  key  condition,  then,  is  availability  of  services,  not  preservation  of  agricultural 
land. 

Presently,  the  County  has  no  mechanisms  specifically  designed  to  regulate  or  manage 
the  conversion  of  agricultural  land.  However,  the  County  will  be  considering  such 
regulations.  A  start  in  that  direction  has  been  made  via  the  critical  areas  program. 
An  adequacy  of  facilities  conmittee  has  studied  this  aspect.  The  review  of  the  County's 
General  Plan  will  examine  the  large-lot  policy  and  its  intent. 

3.  If  your  county  employs  large  lot  zoning  (2  acres  or  more),  what  are  the  purposes 

intended  through  the  use  of  these  districts?  what  area  (general  location  and  number 
of  acres)  of  your  county  is  in  each  of  these  districts?  Have  large  lot  zoning 
techniques  been  successful,  have  there  been  any  unexpected  or  negative  consequences? 

The  answer  to  the  first  part  of  this  3-part  question  is  given  in  the  response  to 
Question  2  (preceding). 

The  answer  to  the  second  part  is  presented  in  the  following  table: 

RA  ACREAGE  BY  ASSESSMENT  DISTRICT 


DISTRICT 


LOCATION 


RA  ACREAGE 


1 
2 

3 
4 

5* 

6 

7 
8 


South  County 
Annapolis  Neck 
Broadneck  Penln 
Odenton-Ft.  Meade 
North  County 
Annapolis  City 
Deale-Shady  Side 
South  County 


TOTAL 


32,900 

23,272 

2,244 

9,050 

0* 

0 

2,037 
25,628 

95,131 


SOURCE:  "Zoning  Acreage  by  Census  Tract,  Assessment  District,  and  County  Total." 
Office  of  Planning  and  Zoning,  1974. 

*  Since  these  figures  were  calculated,  a  new  zoning  plan  has  been  prepared  for  the  5th 
Assessment  District.  The  new  map,  which  will  take  effect  on  12  July  1976,  Indicates 
that  approximately  1,600  acres  will  be  zoned  "RA". 

N.B.  The  County  is  dividued  into  sub-areas  for  zoning  purposes;  these  sub^areas  are  the 
same  as  the  assessment  districts. 

As  for  the  third  part  of  this  question,  it  is  felt  that  large-lot  zoning  in  the 
County  has  not  been  successful.  Although  there  has  been  no  great  loss  of  land  as  a  result 
of  large-lot  subdividing,  such  subdivisions  have  very  definitely  changed  the  character 
of  those  areas  of  the  County  in  which  they  are  located.  Furthermore,  2-acre  subdivisions 
generate  a  worse  degree  of  sprawl,  and  are  wasteful  of  land.  Large  lots  cost  more,  and 
the  higher  cost  is  reflected  in  bousing  costs  in  large-lot  subdivision.  A  spin-off  of 
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this  is  that,  while  the  need  for  moderately-priced  housing  ifi  rural  areas  is  great, 
it  is  hard  to  come  by  because  of  the  large-lot  land  cost.  Finally,  the  public  cost  of 
servicing  such  spread  out  housing  will  be  high. 

4.  For  each  year  in  the  last  10  years,  how  many  parcels  and  how  much  total  acreage  has 
been  taken  out  of  agriculture  for  residential  use  within  the  large  lot  district (s)? 
How  many  of  these  transferred  lots  were  near  the  minimum  and  three  times  the  minimum 
area  requirement? 

unfortunately,  records  and  data  to  answer  this  question  are  not  readily  available; 
we  are  not  able  to  respond  at  this  time. 
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baltlmore  county 

office  of  planning  and  zoning 

TOWSON,  MARYLAND  21204 
(301)494-3211 


WILLIAM  D.  FROMM 
DIRECTOR 


Edwin  I .  Thomas ,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 


Dear  Mr.  Thomas 


Baltimore  County  has  always  had  a  significant  heritage  as  far 
as  agriculture  is  concerned.   Even  though  large  portions  of  our  prime 
agricultural  land  have  been  lost  to  development,  especially  in  the 
coastal  plain  and  the  lower  sections  of  the  Piedmont,  our  farmers  have 
prevailed  and  agricultural  production  has  not  only  continued  but  pros- 
pered.  Last  year  the  farm  income  for  Baltimore  County  exceeded  $15 
million. 

In  response  to  the  first  question,  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  not  until  recently  was  there  any  sort  of  land  use  data  concerning 
the  amount  of  actual  farmland  we  have  in  Baltimore  County.  However, 
if  you  will  refer  to  Appendix  A  (attached) ,  you  will  find  conversion 
data  on  subdivision  activity  in  the  rural  area.  This  is  broken  into 
three  areas:  1)  prior  to  1971;  2)  May,  1911  -  October,  1973;  and  3) 
May,  1971  -  August,  1975. 

If  we  look  at  a  map  which  shows  the  Class  I  and  II  soils  in 
Baltimore  County,  we  will  see  that  the  areas  where  the  largest  deposits 
are  located  and  have  already  been  developed  (in  Reisterstown  and  the 
Liberty  Road  Corridor) .   I  would  estimate  that  approximately  50%  of  our 
Class  I  and  II  soils  have  been  lost  to  development.   Fortunately,  in 
the  rural  portion  of  the  County  we  do  have  a  variety  of  excellent  Class 
III  soils  as  well  as  Class  I  and  II  soils  which  are  capable  of  produc- 
ing respectable  crop  yields.   In  an  effort  to  at  least  give  some  pro- 
tection to  our  remaining  agricultural  land,  we  have  enacted  an  agricul- 
tural zoning  classification. 

2.  In  order  to  explain  why  question  No.  2  in  your  letter  is  not 
applicable  to  Baltimore  County,  I  will  have  to  explain  the  history  of 
rural  zoning  in  Baltimore  County  to  date.   Prior  to  19  70,  there  was  no 
stipulated  concern  for  agricultural  land.   In  fact,  for  the  most  part, 
the  rural  areas  of  the  County  were  zoned  (residual)  R-6  (minimum  lot 
size  6,000  sq.  ft.)  subject,  however,  to  approval  by  the  Department  of 
Health.   The  Department  of  Health  as  a  rule  would  not  permit  any  develop- 
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ment  on  less  than  one-half  acre  before  1968.   In  the  late  sixties,  the 
Planning  Board  began  to  look  at  the  hodgepodge  of  developments  which 
were  occurring  throughout  the  County.   It  recommended  that  in  addition 
to  new  density  zoning  regulations  for  the  urban  area,  that  two  new 
rural  zones  be  enacted.   The  purpose  of  one  of  these,  RDP  (Rural  De- 
ferred Planning)  was  to  utilize  the  large  lot  concept  by  limiting  lot 
sizes  to  ten  acres.   This  was  to  discourage  the  lotting  off  of  parcels 
of  land  indiscriminately  without  regard  to  proper  planning  or  its 
effects  on  a  favorable  agricultural  industry.   Also,  an  RSC  (Rural 
Suburban  Conservation)  Zone  was  developed  and  designated  around  the 
watershed  areas  in  order  to  provide  at  least  minimum  protection.   The 
minimum  lot  size  was  to  be  three  acres.   However,  at  the  time  of  passage 
by  the  County  Council,  both  of  these  zones  were  reduced  to  one  acre 
minimum  lot  sizes,  effectually  defeating  the  purpose  of  these  classifi- 
cations.  And  as  you  can  see  from  the  Table  in  Appendix  1,  subdivision 
activity  has  not  been  curtailed. 

3.  Since  19  73,  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Zoning  has  been  re- 
viewing land  development  patterns  in  the  rural  area  of  the  County. 
Through  efforts  of  our  planning  staff  and  in  cooperation  with  a  Citizens' 
Advisory  Group,  four  new  zoning  classifications  were  recommended  to  the 
Planning  Board. 

These  classifications  were  designed  to  effectively  plan  our 
rural  areas  that  will  adequately  protect  our  agricultural  areas,  protect 
our  valuable  watershed  and  reservoir  systems,  provide  sufficient  land 
for  rural  residential  development  and  also  designate  those  areas  which 
are  planned  for  future  public  utilities. 

The  RC-2  (Resource  Conservation  Agricultural  Zone)  is  recom- 
mended to  be  applied  to  approximately  119,000  acres  of  Baltimore  County 
farmland.   The  designation  of  RC-2  was  placed  on  those  areas  that  were: 
1)  currently  being  farmed,  2)  where  soils  were  conducive  to  farming, 
such  as  Class  I,  II,  and  III  soils;  also,  many  of  our  extensive  wooded 
areas,  an  important  undeveloped  resource,  were  included. 

The  new  regulations,  as  enacted  within  the  RC-2  would  permit  a 
density  of  . 2  or  up  to  20  units  per  hundred  acres,  and  then  a  decreas- 
ing scale  of  one  additional  lot  for  each  25  acres  above  100  acres. 

In  an  effort  to  further  concentrate  development  off  the  prime 
agricultural  land,  a  requirement  was  inserted  that  would  require  a  mini- 
mum of  two  acre  lots  on  land  other  than  Class  I  and  II  soils.   On  Class 
I  and  II  soils,  the  minimum  lot  size  could  be  as  low  as  one  acre  but 
not  exceed  three  acres.   Also,  not  more  than  50%  of  the  permitted  number 
of  lots  may  front  on  a  public  road.   At  this  time,  we  are  unable  to  as- 
certain whether  or  not  these  techniques  will  be  successful  or  not  since 
this  regulation  will  not  become  effective  until  the  new  zoning  maps  are 
adopted  in  October  of  1976.   We  have,  however,  seen  a  significant  number 
of  subdivisions  filed  which  must  be  recorded  prior  to  October  15  in 
order  to  be  grandfathered  within  any  of  the  RC  zones.   There  have  been 
approximately  65  subdivisions  containing  4,100  acres  and  1,281  lots  sub- 
mitted to  the  J.S.P.C.  (Joint  Site  Planning  Committee)  for  review  since 
October,  1975. 
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July  23,  1976 


4.  At  this  time,  I  am  unable  to  answer  this  question  other 
than  to  give  you  the  acreages  listed  under  Appendix  1  as  indicated. 
I  can  also  submit  the  number  of  subdivisions  submitted  for  approval  by 
the  Planning  Board  since  October  of  1975.   There  may  be  additional  sub- 
divisions that  have  been  recorded  that  are  not  reflected  in  this  data 
during  the  time  period  from  May,  19  75  to  October,  19  75. 


Sincerely1, 


WDF/JJD/vh 


WILLIAM  D. 

Director  of  Planning 


Enclosure: 

Appendix  A  -  Update  North  County 

Subdivision  Data  Sheet 
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CALVERT  COUNTY  PLANNING  OFFICE 


LAWRENCE    BDWL8Y 
COUNTY    PLANNER 
MIKE    HDLBTUN 

PRINCE    FREDERICK,    MARYLAND   2D67B 


TELEPHONE    535-16DD  ffi^l  ■.  f.  linsenmeyer.  hi 

ASSISTANT    PLANNER 


REENE    CRQUT 
SECRETARY 


June  17,  1976 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  dated  May  26,  1976,  concerning  the  con- 
version of  agricultural  land. 

1.  In  recent  years,  the  major  concern  has  been  the  amount  of  subdivision 
activity  that  is  occuring  in  the  Agricultural  A-l  District  in  the  County.   As 
can  be  seen  in  the  table  that  follows  later  in  this  letter,  a  large  majority  of 
the  acreage  developed  as  subdivisions  has  been  in  the  A-l  District.   It  is  not 
as  much  a  problem  of  conversion  of  agriculturally  used  land  as  it  is  a  depletion 
of  open  and  forest  land,  which  constitutes  most  of  the  A-l  zoned  land.   With  the 
lack  of  water  and  sewerage  facilities  throughout  the  County,  which  restricts  higher 
density  development  in  residentially  zoned  districts  and  the  vast  majority  of  the 
County's  land  being  zoned  A-l,  this  present  trend  in  subdivision  development  will 
continue. 

2.  Presently,  this  County  has  no  specific  techniques  for  regulating  or  managing 
the  conversion  of  agricultural  land.   The  County  Commissioners  are  very  aware  of  the 
need  for  preserving  agricultural  land  and  have  scheduled  a  public  meeting  with  re- 
presentatives from  agriculture  and  other  interested  persons  to  discuss  requests  and 
suggestions  for  actions  regarding  the  preservation  of  agricultural  land.   Hopefully, 
some  constructive  suggestions  will  come  from  this  meeting. 

3.  The  stated  purpose  in  the  Zoning  Ordinance  for  the  A-l  District  is  to  protect 
agricultural  land  from  encroachment  by  other  land  uses  in  order  to  encourage  a  stable 
agricultural  economy  for  the  County,  and  to  provide  a  land  reserve  for  future  develop- 
ment. Although  its  stated  purpose  and  the  land  usage  results  are  not  in  accord, 
another  unstated  purpose  is  being  served.   The  County  has  adopted  a  "slow  growth" 
policy  which  is  being  furthered  by  the  low  density  development  that  has  occured. 

The  A-l  Districts  are  widespread  throughout  the  County  and  constitute  75%  of  the 
land  in  the  County.   There  are  a  total  of  105,693  acres  of  land  zoned  A-l. 
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A  consequence  of  this  large  lot  zoning  has  been  the  consumption  of  A-1  zoned 
land  at  a  faster  rate  than  expected  because  so  much  of  the  subdivision  development 
has  occured  in  the  A-1  districts. 


4.   Subdivision  Development 
All  Zoning  Districts 


Year 


#  Lots 


#  Acres 


1970 

579 

906 

1971 

431 

749 

1972 

465 

666 

1973 

451 

1,275 

1974 

643 

1,993 

1975 

169 

698 

A-1  Zoning  District 


Average 

#  Lots 

#  Acres 

%  A-1 

Lot  Size 

313 

717 

(79%) 

2.3 

201 

647 

(86%) 

3.2 

150 

489 

(73%) 

3.2 

340 

1,175 

(92%) 

3.5 

531 

1,869 

(94%) 

3.5 

83 

370 

(53%) 

4.4 

Total 


2,738 


6,287 


1,618 


5,267 


(84%) 


The  figures  for  1975  show  a  slow  down  in  subdivision  activity,  but  not  a 
slow  down  in  growth.   A  record  number  of  building  permits  were  issued  in  1975  and 
subdivision  development  in  1976  in  increasing  to  pre-1975  levels. 

We  hope  this  information  is  of  use  and  if  you  require  any  additional  information, 
please  contact  us. 

Sincerely, 


L.  Bowlby     / 
Director  of  Planning 


LB:rec 
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CALVERT  COUNTY  PLANNING  OFFICE 

PRINCE    FREDERICK,    MARYLAND   2D67B 
TELEPHONE    535-16DD 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr .  Thomas : 


LAWRENCE   BDWLBY 

COUNTY    PLANNER 

MIKE    HOLBTUN 

ASSOCIATE     PLANNER 

B.    F.    LINSENMEYER,    III 

ASSISTANT    PLANNER 

REENE    CRDUT 

SECRETARY 


This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  September  10.  Coir  records  indicate 
that  your  initial  inquiry  was  answered  on  June  17,  1976  and  a  copy  of  that  response 
is  enclosed. 

I  would  make  the  following  additional  comments  concerning  our  initial 
response: 

(2)  Our  Zoning  Ordinance  does  contain  a  provision  for  clustering 
in  the  Agricultural  A-l  District,  which  if  used  to  the 
maximum,  offers  the  land  owner  the  option  of  leaving  land 
suitable  for  open  space  or  agricultural  use  without  a  loss 
of  permitted  density.   To  date,  very  limited  use  has  been 
made  of  this  provision. 

(3)  Recent  indications  are  that  increased  building  and  subdivision 
activity  is  occuring  in  residential  zoning  districts.   The  large 
lot  requirement  in  the  Agricultural  A-l  District  is  believed  to 
be  partially  responsible  for  this  shift. 

Calvert  County  is  very  much  aware  that  large  lot  zoning  at  the  present  scale 
is  an  imperfect  technique  for  growth  control  and  protection  of  agricultural  areas. 
The  County  is  presently  investigating  other  approaches  to  reduce  the  existing 
reliance  on  large  lot  zoning.   The  development  of  more  sophisticated  techniques 
which  are  effective,  not  unduly  restrictive,  equitable,  and  financially  and 
politically  acceptable  will  be  a  difficult  task.   We  would  welcome  the  chance  to 
review  any  alternatives  to  present  efforts  you  may  develop  which  would  be  appropriate 
in  Calvert  County. 
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Please  feel  free  to  contact  us  for  any  additional  information  you  may 
require. 

Sincerely, 


LB:MAH:rec 
Enclosure 


L.  Bowlby       / 
Director  of  Planning 
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CAROLINE  COUNTY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 

JAMES    M.    LEDNUM  W.    A.    STEWART    WRIGHT.    JR. 

ZONING     ADMINISTRATOR  June       8            19  76                                                                                                            COUNTY     PLANNER 
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Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 

Comprehensive  State  Planning  'J  1S/R 

Maryland  Dept.  of  State  Planning 

301  West  Preston  Street  /" 

Baltimore,  Maryland  212  01 

Re :  Senate  Joint  Resolution  #34  (Agriculture  LancD~- 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

With  regard  to  the  depletion  of  agricultural  land  in  Caroline 
County,  referred  to  in  Secretary  Wahbe's  letter  of  May  26,  19  76, 
we  submit  the  following  information. 

The  conversion  of  agricultural  land  in  our  County  is  moving  into 
a  critical  stage  where  land  use  competition  is  more  stringent. 
To  a  large  extent,  this  depletion  has  resulted  from  1)  land 
acquired  by  the  State  of  Maryland,  2)  subdivision  development 
for  residential  use  or  speculative  purposes,  and  3)  industrial 
and  commercial'  build-up . 

A  prime  example  of  this  loss  is  illustrated  in  the  formation  of 
the  Tuckahoe  State  Park  which  when  completed  will  incorporate 
4,501  acres  of  land.   A  sizeable  portion  of  this  reserve  is 
prime  agricultural  land  that  has  been  taken  off  the  tax  rolls  of 
Queen  Anne's  and  Caroline  Counties.   A  similar  attempt  to  deplete 
additional  inventories  of  agricultural  land  was  experienced  last 
year  when  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  attempted  to  enlarge 
the  Idywild  Wildlife  Demonstration  Area,  north  of  Federalsburg. 
Local  protests,  brought  on  by  farm  groups  in  the  area,  prompted 
the  Department  Secretary  to  intervene  and  draw  a  hault  to  the 
taking  process. 

Another  State  agency,  the  Department  of  Transportation,  is  concerned 
with  the  dualization  of  State  Route  404  and  the  Denton  By-Pass. 
These  projects  will  require  the  purchase  of  78  -  175  acres  of 
open  land  for  right-of-way  control.   This  problem,  of  course,  is 
brought  on  by  the  increased  traffic  load  originating  out  of  the 
Baltimore-Washington  metropolitan  corridor. 

Statistics  released  by  the  local  U.  S.  Soil  Conservation  Service 
office  state  that  approximately  130  acres  of  prime  agricultural 
land  per  year  is  lost  to  other  forms  of  land  use .   To  a  small 
degree,  we  have  been  able  to  recycle  some  poorly  drained  property 
back  into  a  tillable  and  productive  stage.   These  cases  are  usually 
isolated  and  often  found  near  regions  where  drainage  ditch  associa- 
tions have  been  formed  and  are  actively  involved  in  drainage 
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improvements .   Unfortunately,  one  of  the  main  obstacles  of  this 
program  has  been  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.   This  organiza- 
tion, together  with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Commission,  has 
caused  a  great  deal  of  delay  and  frustration  for  the  local  citizens. 
The  farming  community  looks  upon  this  as  a  bureaucratic  blockade 
towards  slowing  agricultural  growth. 

As  stated  previously,  a  contributing  loss  of  agricultural  land  is 
the  increasing  number  of  subdivisions.  Local  Planning  Department 
records  reveal  a  total  of  54  residential  developments  outside 
corporate  limits  that  comprise  approximately  2,690  acres  of  land. 
These  developments  have  been  classified  according  to  a  productive 
grade  scale  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  the  State  Depart- 
ment of  Taxation  and  Assessments.  This  grading  system  points  out 
1,2  30  acres  as  highly  productive  land. 

The  Caroline  County  Zoning  Ordinance  requires  one  (1)  acre  as 
the  minimum  lot  area  for  properties  falling  in  a  rural  (R)  zoned 
district.   Preservation  or  conservation  zones,  with  large  -lot 
areas  are  not  yet  contained  in  this  ordinance,  but  will  likely 
be  introduced  this  coming  year  in  correlation  with  the  program 
on  areas  of  critical  state  concern. 

One  of  the  problems  we  have  recognized  locally  is  the  ineffective- 
ness of  our  Subdivision  Ordinance  to  control  the  development  of 
lots  over  three  (3)  acres  in  area  and  2  50'  frontage.   Within  the 
last  few  years,  a  dozen  or  so  large-lot  subdivisions  have  been 
recorded  in  Caroline  County  to  avoid  the  required  improvements 
such  as  roads,  utilities,  drainage,  open  space,  etc.   The  lack  of 
similarity  between  the  State  Health  Department's  definition  of 
"subdivision"  and  our  own  has  created  numerous  difficulties  in 
the  review  process.   The  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission  has 
recommended  to  the  County  Commissioners  elimination  of  the  three 
(3)  acre  lot  exemption  and  properties  sold  to  the  immediate  family. 
The  Commissioners  have  deferred  their  final  decision  until  clarifica- 
tion is  made  on  the  subdivision  procedures. 

We  are  hopeful  this  general  trend  will  show  signs  of  slowing  down 
in  the  years  ahead.   Our  most  immediate  fear  lies  in  the  unknown 
elements  such  as  the  extension  of  water  and  sewer  lines  and  the 
decreasing  number  of  building  sites  within  municipal  boundaries. 
These  activities  will  continue  to  aggrevate  and  erode  these 
precious  commodities  that  have  helped  form  this  rural  environment. 

Sincerely  yours, 


W.  A.  Stewart  Wright,  Jr. 
County  Planner 


WASW:fc 
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EDMUND    R     CUEMAN.    DIRECTOR 


848-4500 
876-208S 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas ,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

This  is  in  answer  to  Secretary  Wahbe's  letter  of  May  26,  1976  seeking  information 
relative  to  the  depletion  of  agricultural  lands  as  now  currently  being  studied  by  your 
department,  among  others.   In  response  to  your  four  main  questions,  I  am  indicating 
the  following: 

1.  The  extent  of  the  problem  that  Carroll  County  faces  regarding  the  conversion 
of  agricultural  land  is  documented  in  the  Carroll  County  Planning  Commission's  Impact 
Study  Reports  under  the  chapter  on  Agriculture  and  Land  Use.   (Please  refer  to  these 
reports,  Cycles  I  through  VII  which  have  been  published  and  are  on  file  with  the  De- 
partment.)  Essentially,  the  problem  seems  to  boil  down  to  the  fact  that  while  there 
is  a  general  desire  to  see  agricultural  land  preserved,  there  are  virtually  no  practi- 
cal mechanisms  available  to  institute  by  government  to  prevent  the  conversion  of  agri- 
cultural land. 

2.  I  cannot  stress  enough,  that  Carroll  County  has  never  presumed  to  regulate  or 
manage  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land  through  large  lot  zoning.   In  other  words, 
large  lot  zoning,  in  Carroll  County's  opinion,  never  was  and  never  will  be  an  answer 
to  "preserving  agriculture  land".   However,  Carroll  County  has  strongly  advocated  the 
large  lot  or  low  density  zoning  technique  in 'ho  service  areas",  the  bulk  of  which  are 
zoned  agriculture,  for  environmental  health  and  planning  reasons.   I  needn't  elaborate 
on  the  environmental  health  aspect  and  the  concern  for  having  to  provide  public  or  com- 
munity sewerage  systems  in  "planned  no  service  areas"  due  to  failing  septic  systems  or 
other  problems.   From  a  planning  standpoint,  the  Carroll  County  Planning  Commission  be- 
lieves that  while  agricultural  land  may  not  be  preserved,  there  is  merit  in  having  some 
variation  in  the  forms  of  land  development,  that  is,  urban-suburban  in  the  major  com- 
munities of  Carroll  County  and  rural  open  or  low  density  development  patterns  in  areas 
between  the  major  communities.   Naturally,  the  Commission  would  prefer  that  most,  if 
not  all  development,  could  occur  in  and  around  the  established  growth  areas  designated 
on  the  County's  Master  Plan,  leaving  the  remaining  lands  for  the  agri-business  industry 
with  agriculture  being  the  preferred  use. 
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3.  In  Carroll  County,  the  largest  minimum  lot  size  for  residential  development 
is  three  acres  as  prescribed  by  the  conservation  zone.   This  zone  is  typical  of  most 
conservation  zones  and  is  located  in  the  appropriate  and  logical  places  for  such  a 
district,  (along  major  streams,  around  water  supplies,  etc.)  More  significantly, 
however,  Carroll  County  has  established  rural  development  guides  and  standards,  for 
the  type  of  lot  size  it  desires  in  the  "no  service  areas".   These  development  guides 
and  standards  are  tied  to  the  County's  Goals  and  Objectives  for  these  areas  and  in 
turn,  tied  to  the  Master  (Land  Use)  Plan.   Essentially,  it  is  the  Commission's  posi- 
tion that  in  these  areas  all  efforts  should  be  made  to  accomplish  lot  sizes  in  the 
range  of  three-five  acres  or  larger  where  major  subdivisions  are  proposed  in  the 
"no  service"  areas.   A  major  subdivision  is  four  lots  or  more  and  it  should  be  borne 
in  mind  that  every  approval  of  a  subdivision  by  the  Planning  Commission  is  an  amend- 
ment to  the  County  Comprehensive  Master  Plan.   This  technique  has  been  successful  for 
nearly  three  years.   It  accomplishes  low  density,  which  is  what  is  intended.   It  does 
not,  of  course,  preserve  agricultural  land.   To  hold  that  this  technique  is  wasteful 
of  land  resources,  is  not  held  to  be  a  valid  argument  unless  it  is  presumed  that  the 
ultimate  objective  of  all  land  in  Carroll  County  is  to  accommodate  the  maximum  number 
of  units  legally  and  environmentally  possible. 

With  respect  to  the  fourth  Item  in  the  May  26,  1976  letter,  additional  time  will 
be  necessary  to  research  this.   Because  of  pressing  demands  on  this  office,  it  is 
respectfully  requested  that  we  be  permitted  to  forward  this  estimate  at  a  later  date 
and  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 


y  yours, 


Edmund  R.  Cueman 
Planning  Director 
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Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director  :vx~-  — 

Comprehensive  State  Planning  c'.T"./ 

Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning         ~""" : 

301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

On  May  27,  1976  this  office  received  correspondence  from 
Mr.  Vladimir  Wabbe  concerning  the  depletion  of  productive  agri- 
cultural land  as  a  result  of  rural  conservation  zoning  practices. 
The  following  is  the  best  readily  available  information  we  have 
concerning  the  inquiry: 

1.  What  is  the  extent  of  the  problem  that  your  county 
faces  regarding  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land? 

Cecil  County  for  purposes  of  this  discussion  can  be 
divided  into  two  areas;  north  of  the  C  &  D  Canal  and  south  of 
same.   While  the  southern  portion  of  the  county  is  basically 
agriculturally  oriented  comprised  of  large  land  owners,  the 
northern  portion  is  beginning  to  experience  more  intensive 
development  pressures.   Real  estate  values  are  sharply  increasing 
thereby  making  it  more  attractive  for  the  northern  farmer  to  sell 
to  developers. 

The  other  area  which  creates  a  demand  on  agricultural 
lands  is  the  lack  of  sewer  and  water  extension  capabilities. 
This  reduces  the  ability  of  the  county  to  provide  for  growth  in 
existing  residential  areas  and  drives  the  developer  to  agricul- 
tural lands  which  can  support  on-site  septic  facilities. 

2.  What  (other  than  large  lot  zoning)  techniques  does 
your  county  pursue  to  regulate  or  manage  the  conversion  of 
agricultural  land? 

Other  than  the  usual  tax  incentives  for  farmers  -  none. 

3.  If  your  county  employs  large  lot  zoning,  what  are  the 
purposes  intended  through  use  of  these  districts?   what  area  of 
your  county  is  in  each  of  these  districts?  Have  large  lot  zoning 
techniques  been  successful,  have  there  been  any  unexpected  or 
negative  consequences? 
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The  Cecil  County  Comprehensive  Plan  was  adopted  in  December 
1971+ .   It  presently  lacks  the  zoning  ordinance  to  implement  the 
large  lot  concepts  expressed  therein.   The  purpose  of  large  lot 
zoning  in  Cecil  County  is  to  cool  the  current  land  speculations 
in  the  agricultural  districts  and  preserve  the  rural  and  agricul- 
tural character  of  the  county. 

Geographically  this  conservation  area  encompasses  almost 
all  of  the  area  outside  of  the  I-95>  Route  I4.O   corridor  with  the 
exception  of  the  Delaware  line  west  to  Route  316.   This  area  would 
represent  roughly  three  quarters  of  the  total  county  acreage. 

[(..   For  each  year  in  the  last  10  years,  how  many  parcels 
and  how  much  total  acreage  has  been  taken  out  of  agriculture  for 
residential  usage  within  the  large  lot  districts?   How  many  of 
these  transferred  lots  were  near  the  minimum  and  three  times  the 
minimum  area  requirement? 

This  figure  or  a  rough  estimate  would  be  impossible  to 

obtain  in  a  two  week  period.   I  can  only  suggest  that  if  you  look 

at  the  tax  maps  for  Cecil  County  you  may  be  able  to  draw  some 
conclusions  concerning  these  figures. 

I  hope  this  adequately  answers  the  inquiry.   If  I  may  be 
of  any  further  help,  please  contact  me. 

Very  truly  yours, 
1 


Michael  Pugh 


MP/lmb 


OPHUS   L.    ROBERTSON.   JR 

^.=„~  _     _  THOMAS   C.   HAYDEN.   JR 

HARRY   T.    3TINE  M.U        ■                                                                                                           attorney 

EUGENE    BURROUGHS  ^■fci     U                                                                                                                      JAMES    E     REDMOND 

PLANNER 
JERRY    VOLMAN 

JAMES    C.    SIMPSON.    p.c,     co  comm                                                                                                                                                                                                                              Iecr".,1;     BENSON 
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LA   PLATA,   MARYLAND  20646 
TELEPHONE:  301-934-8141 

June  23,  1976 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21201 


Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 


This  letter  is  in  reply  to  your  Departments  letter 
concerning  depletion  of  agricultural  lands.   The 
following  are  my  answers  to  your  four  (4  )  questions 
concerning  this  problem. 

1.  Several  of  the  agricultural  areas  have 

been  subdivided  for  single-family  residential  development 
and  several  for  exploration  of  the  removal  of  sand  and 
gravel. 

2.  In  December  1974  Charles  County  enacted  a 
new  zoning  ordinance  to  comply  with  the  intent  of  the 
General  Plan.   This  action  created  a  minimum  three  (3) 
acre  zone  for  over  fifty  (50)  percent  of  the  County.   This 
action  offers  more  protection  to  agricultural  areas.   The 
Charles  County  Subdivision  Ordinance  has  a  provision  for 
consideration  of  adequate  public  facilities  prior  to 
approval  of  subdivision  requests. 

3.  See  item  #  2. 

4.  We  do  not  have  this  information  available  at 
this  time. 

If  I  may  be  of  any  further  assistance  to  you  in  this 
matter,  please  contact  my  office. 

Very  truly  yours 


James  E.  Redmond 
Director  of  Planning 


JER:lc 
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DORCHESTER   COUNTY    PLANNING  COMMISSION 

Box  307 

CAMBRIDGE,    MARYLAND    21613 

PHONE:    228-3234 


MEMBERS, 

GEORGE   P.   LIPPINCOTT 
FRED  EBERSPACHER,  JR. 
J.  MICHAEL  DuBUQUE 
CHANDUS  RIPPONS,  SR. 
EDWARD  WATKINS 
S.   PROCTER  RODGERS 
JAMES  HANDLEY 


ATTORNEY, 

EDWARD  H.  NABB 

PLANNER: 
HOBERT  D.  ADAMS 


June  21,  1976 


Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Dept.  of  State  Planning 
301  W.  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Ed, 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  request  on  information  per- 
taining to  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land  for  residential  purposes. 

Question  1.  Dorchester  County  has  not  experienced  rapid  growth, 
which  has  reduced  the  loss  of  agricultural  land  to  development.  However, 
there  is  the  potential  for  the  subdivision  of  most  of  the  County  into 
one-acre  lots.  One  large  problem  regarding  the  conversion  of  agricul- 
tural land  is  with  the  agriculturalists  who  want  the  protection  from 
encroaching  development,  yet  also  want  the  right  to  sell  their  land  for 
that  same  development. 

Qestion  2.  In  our  recent  revision  to  the  Zoning  Ordinance,  the 
earlier  drafts  proposed  allowing  residential  units  in  agricultural  areas 
based  upon  a  density  credit  system.  There  would  have  been  fewer  resi- 
dences allowed  under  this  proposal  than  had  been  allowed  under  the  previous 
zoning  and  lot  sizes  could  have  been  smaller.  However,  the  concept  of  the 
property  owner  not  being  able  to  create  as  many  building  lots  was  so  un- 
popular that  the  proposal  was  dropped. 

An  examination  of  the  soils  map  will  show  that  a  large  portion  of 
the  County  can't  develop  to  any  intensity  unless  new  technology  is 
developed  for  on-site  sewage  disposal.  Therefore,  there  are  natural 
limitations  to  development.  However,  many  of  these  same  areas  are  not 
ideal  for  agriculture,  either.  Other  than  the  larger  lot  zoning,  there 
are  generally  no  controls  on  the  conversion  of  land  from  agricultural 
uses. 

Question  3.  Dorchester  County  has  had  a  two-acre  zone  in  the  "Neck 
District"  since  1963.  In  the  zoning  revision  this  was  extended  along 
Rt.  16  and  along  the  Marshyhope.  The  attached  map  shows  the  1963  R-l 
area  in  orange  and  the  existing  R-l  zoning  is  a  pattern.  The  intent  of 
the  R-l  District  as  stated  in  the  Ordinance  is  "  promote  the  conser- 
vation of  Dorchester  County's  valuable  farmlands,  forests,  wetlands,  and 
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waterfront  resources  and  to  provide  for  limited  residential  and  community 
development  in  such  resource  areas." 

The  R-l  area  has  remained  rural  and  open.  It  is  difficult  to  say, 
however,  whether  zoning  has  influenced  this  or  whether  other  factors 
such  as  soil  conditions,  lack  of  growth  in  the  County,  and  the  economics 
of  farming  have  caused  this  to  remain  status  quo:  As  is  seen  under 
Question  4,  not  many  acres  are  subdivided  in  the  minimum  lot  size.  It 
would  appear  that  the  market  is  either  for  a  lot  in  a  subdivision  which 
approaches  a  more  urban  density  (lot  sizes  up  to  one  acre)  or  for  sub- 
divisions of  small  estates,  but  there  are  acres  of  subdivisions  with  lots 
in  between  these  two  extremes. 

In  many  meetings  and  hearings  it  becomes  evident  that  not  everyone 
is  satisfied  with  R-l  zoning.  Those  who  like  the  small  estate  atmosphere 
are  content,  but  others  feel  that  they  are  denied  the  opportunity  of 
developing  their  property  to  the  extent  that  property  owners  in  other 
districts  can.  The  concern  for  preservation  of  an  area  is  often  in 
conflict  with  the  concern  for  getting  the  maximum  amount  for  selling  the 
property. 

Question  4.  Subdivision  regulations  have  been  in  effect  in  the 
County  since  late  1972.  Therefore  our  only  accurate  records  on  sub- 
division activity  are  since  1972.  The  following  chart  lists  the  approved 
subdivisions  in  the  R-l  district  by  year. 


Year 


1973 


1974 


1975 
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Subdivision 

Number 

# 

8 

# 

10  & 

# 

11 

# 

16 

# 

37 

# 

43 

# 

44 

# 

45 

# 

62 

# 

82 

# 

49 

# 

52 

# 

66 

# 

88 

# 

98 

§ 

99 

# 

105 

# 

107 

# 

125 

10A 


Number  of 

Total  Acres 

Lots 

Involved 

2 

9 

7 

168 

2 

18 

3 

57 

20 

40 

2 

Further  Subdivision 

of  #10  and  10A 

2 

Further  Subdivision 

of  #10  and  10A 

1 

42 

1 

10 

1 

6 

4 

106 

3 

6 

3 

7 

2 

8 

2 

10 

1 

2 

2 

4 

i:. 

2 

l 

Further  subdivision 

of  #10  and  10A 

Edwin  L.  Thomas  3  June  21,  1976 


Total  Acres 
Involved 
1976  #124  6 

4 
2 


I  hope  this  gives  you  information  that  is  useful  for  your  report. 
If  you  have  any  questions,  please  call. 


Subdivision 

Number  of 

Number 

Lots 

#124 

1 

#141 

1 

#151 

1 

LMK:jh 


Yours  truly, 


Linda  M.  Kleinwachter , 
Assistant  Planner 
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FREDERICK      COUNTY       PLANNING       COMMISSION  Lawrence  W   Johnson  A.I.P 

Director 


WINCHESTER  HALL         FREDERICK.  MARYLAND  21701  301  663-8300  Ext  250 

June  2,   1976 


Vladimir  A.  Wahbe,  Secretary 

Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning  .,   ,  iq?- 

301  West  Preston  Street  /0 

Baltimore,  MD.  21201  '._.    -.._ _,.____ 

RE:  SJR  34  .  . .._ 7"".'1~    J 

Dear  Secretary  Wahbe: 

Regarding  your  letter  of  May  27,  1976  concerning  the  study  underway  by  DSP  in 
response  to  SJR  34,  we  wish  to  make  the  following  comments  in  response  to  your 
questions. 

1.  a)  The  number  of  acres  platted  in  agricultural  land  is  as 

fol lows: 

1968  -  579  acres  1972  -  1,865  acres 

1969  -  537  acres  1973  -  3,947  acres 

1970  -  856  acres  1974  -  2,558  acres 

1971  -  1,594  acres  1975  -  1,455  acres 

Total  acreage  platted  since  1968  -  13,391  acres. 

We  do  not  have  figures  for  years  prior. 

b)  In  terms  of  zoning,  since  1959  the  County  has  rezoned 
11,600  acres  from  agriculture  to  some  other  category  for 
the  purpose  of  non-agricultural  use.  This  is  not  to  say 
that  even  most  of  that  land  is  used  for  non-agricultural 
purposes. 

2.  We  attempt  to  encourage  development  within  incorporated  towns 
as  well  as  provide  community  services  in  designated  growth 
areas. 

3.  Large  lot  zoning  of  2  acres  occurs  only  in  the  conservation 
areas  which  are  areas  of: 

a)  Floodplain,  or 

b)  Steep  slope,  and/or  watersheds.  The  latter  are  all  in 
the  mountainous  regions  of  the  County. 

It  is  generally  felt  that  in  the  conservation  zone  the  lots 
are  still  not  large  enough  because  of  the  influx  of  housing 
and  traffic  in  an  environmentally  sensitive  area. 
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4.  Average  lot  size  1968-1975. 

1968   1969   1970   1971   1972   1973   1974   1975 
"XT    1.0    1.0   ~"2~70    2.2   ~178~   2.3    1.8 

The  minimum  lot  size  was  changed  in  mid  1972  from  1/2  acre  to 
1  acre.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  division  of  a 
single  lot  constitutes  subdivision,  therefore,  the  split  of  a 
50  acre  farm  creates  two  25  acre  lots  which  will  show  up  in 
our  statistics. 

The  inclusion  of  the  above  data  came  from  our  annual  reports.  Your  agency's 
task  would  be  much  simpler  if  the  requirement  of  an  annual  report  (as  per  66B) 
were  adhered  to  by  all  jurisdictions. 

One  final  comment,  large  lot  zoning  does  eat  up  agricultural  land  quicker. 
However,  it  is  also  easier  to  recombine  at  a  future  time  and  such  lots  are  not 
converted  as  fast  as  1/2  acre  parcels. 

When  the  farmer  decides  to  sell,  he  has  made  the  decision  that  the  land  is  no 
longer  agricultural  land,  therefore  lot  size  may  be  irrelevant  to  the  basic 
question. 

i 

Very  truly  yours ,  ._      y; 


aA4"Hinci_ 


&M-. 


(ENCE  W.   JOHNSON,  AlP 
Ji  rector 


LWJrsjc 


Frederick  County  Planning  Commission  Members 
Frederick  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
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September  25,  1976 

Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Dept.  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21201 

Dear  Ed: 

Please  excuse  my  delay  in  responding  to  your  earlier  letter  regarding  the 
Assembly's  joint  resolution  on  the  depletion  of  agricultural  land;  in 
Garrett,  responses  to  land  use  crisis  often  have  to  compete  with  responses 
to  subsequent  crises.  To  address  your  specific  questions: 

1.  Lacking  a  building- permit  or  other  development  -monitoring  system,  it 

is  difficult  to  quantify  the  "extent"  of  the  farmland-conversion  problem 
in  Garrett,  except  to  say  that  many  local  farmers  regard  it  as  very 
serious.  In  relation  to  other  Maryland  counties,  Garrett's  absolute 
amount  of  farmland  may  not  be  very  large  (111,794  acres,  26%  of  the 
County's  area),  but  farm  residents  are  a  notably  high  proportion  (16% 
in  1970)  of  the  population.  The  preliminary  reports  from  the  1974 
Agriculture  Census  show  a  further  23%  decrease  in  farmland  since  1969, 
following  17%  and  12%  losses  in  the  two  previous  5-year  periond  between 
Censuses;  the  rate  of  loss  evidently  is  continuing  to  increase. 

Although  the  comparisons  somewhat  overstate  the  case  because  of  changes 
in  Census  definitions,  it  seems  noteworthy  that  Garrett  now  (1974  data) 
has  44%  less  "land  in  farms"  than  in  1959.  We've  recently  had  two 
significant  indicators  of  local  perceptions  on  the  trends:  several  of 
the  Amish  farmers  in  thesouthern  community  made  an  uncharacteristic 
enquiry  about  the  possibilities  of  government  action  by  approaching 
one  of  the  County  Commissioners  to  express  their  concern  about  the 
threat  to  their  way  of  life  being  caused  by  the  attrition  (and  price 
increases  of  farmland;  and  a  Grand  Jury  formally  recommended  that  the 
Commissioners  develop  a  plan  to  insure  against  further  loss  of  farmland. 

2.  The  simple  answer  to  the  second,  third  and  fourth  questions  is  that 
Garrett  County  does  not  use  any  techniques,  large-lot  zoning  or  otherwise, 
"to  regulate  or  manage  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land."  County  zoning 
covers  only  about  10%  of  our  land  area  (the  Deep  Creek  watershed) ,  and 
its  lowest-density  zone  requires  one-acre  lots.  Elsewhere  in  the  County, 
traditional  rural  independence  and  land-owner  autonomy  reign  supreme, 
regardless  of  the  consequences  on  farming. 

If  and  when  Garrett  County  does  attempt  large-lot  zoning,  it  will  come  at 
the  deliberate  request  of  the  land-owners  to  be  affected  and,  I  hope,  as 
an  outcome  of  a  much-delayed  farmland-preservation  study  that  we  have 
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not  yet  been  able  to  accomplish.  If  the  land-owners  agree  that  zoning 
can  actually  help  protect  the  functional  and  economic  viability  of 
farming  districts,  they  might  request  it,  and  the  Commissioners  almost- 
certainly  would  enact  it.  My  own  (semi- intuitive)  recommendation  in 
such  a  case  would  be  that  "large-lot"  districts  (permitting  residential 
subdivisions  in  the  two-  to  ten-acre  range)  are  basically  counter- 
productive as  a  way  to  preserve  working  farmland  in  viable-sized 
agricultural  communities.  Unles  such  low  densities  actually  prevent 
subdivision,  which  I  doubt,  they  merely  consume  even  larger  amounts 
of  acreage  in  the  development  process.  I  will,  of  course,  be  very 
interested  to  see  if  your  study  confirms  this  analysis. 

I  hope  this  belated  information  will  be  useful  for  your  study. 
Cordially, 


\ 


Tim  Dugan 

County  Planning  Director 


cc:  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
James  E.  Nelson,  Jr. 


B-31 


*t\ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PLANNING  &  ZONING, 


'  19/0    I 

_..__., [ 


June  22,  1976 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

In  accordance  with  your  request  of  May  27,  regarding  The  Depletion  of 
Agricultural  Lands,  I  submit  the  following  information: 

1.  What  is  the  extent  ot  the  problem  that  your  county  faces  regarding 
the  conversion  of  agricultural  land? 

I  would  suggest  that  a  representative  of  the  Department  of  State 
Planning  come  into  our  office  and  discuss  the  extent  Of  the  problem  that  the 
County  faces  in  regard  to  the  conservation  of  agricultural  land.  In  summary, 
while  some  farmers  have  been  able  to  be  gainfully  employed  on  farms,  the 
agricultural  product  does  not  have  a  value  commensurate  with  rising  land  values. 
The  County  does  have  zoning  regulations  that  have  assisted  County  planners 
in  controlling  sprawl  and  containing  development  within  a  prescribed  envelope. 
At  the  moment,  the  trend  indicates  that  12%  of  the  County  residential  development 
occurs  outside  of  this  envelope. 

2.  What  (other  than  large  lot  zoning)  techniques  does  your  county 
pursue  to  regulate  or  manage  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land? 

Harford  County,  at  the  present  time,  has  a  very  strict  definition  of 
agricultural  land.  The  only  residential  development  that  is  allowed  is  for 
lots  of  ten  acres  or  more.  With  certain  exceptions,  no  other  residential 
development  is  allowed  except  through  rezoning  of  the  agricultural  land 
use  classification  into  an  "R"  or  residential  development  category.  Such 
rezoning  and  requirements  are  described  in  Abrams  MARYLAND  LAW. 

3.  If  your  county  employs  large  lot  zoning  (2  acres  or  more),  what 
are  the  purposes  intended  through  the  use  of  these  districts?  What 
area  (general  location  and  number  of  acres)  of  your  county  is  in  each 
of  these  districts?  Have  large  lot  zoning  techniques  been  successful, 
have  there  been  any  unexpected  or  negative  consequences? 


45  SOUTH  MAIN  STREET /BEL  AIR,  MARYLAND  21014  /  (301)  838-6000/879-2000 
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At  the  moment,  the  County  has  not  gone  through  a  comprehensive  rezoning 
process  that  allows  large  lot  zoning.  The  only  large  lots  that  occur  resulted 
from  the  rezoning  process  -  exception  are  the  10  acre  lots  discussed  previously. 

4.  For  each  year  in  the  last  10  years,  how  many  parcels  and  how  much  total 
acreage  has  been  taken  out  of  agriculture  for  residential  use  within 
the  large  lot  district(s).  How  many  of  these  transferred  lots  were 
near  the  minimum  and  three  times  the  minimum  area  requirements? 

We  will  try  to  prepare  the  data  requested  in  the  above  question  and 
forward  to  you  when  it  is  available.  It  may  take  a  considerable  length  of  time. 

Sincerely  yours, 


y^M^^ 


Kenneth  Green,  Director 
KG:js 


IRECTOR  OF  PLANNING 

THOMAS  a.  HARRIS.  JR. 


IVISION   OF   ZONING 

HERBERT  W.  SMULL,  CHIEF 


DIVISION   OF  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
TRANSPORTATION   PLANNING 

J.  HERBERT   CLAWSON.  J»..  C 

DIVISION   OF  COMPREHENSIVE  PLANN 
GERALD  W.  VONMAVER.C 


OFFICE  OF  PLANNING  &  ZONING 

COUNTY  OFFICE  BUILDING 

3450  COURT  MOUSE  DRIVE 

ELLICOTT  CITY,  MARYLAND  21043 

TELEPHONE:  465-5000 


|      RECEIVED  m 
*£j}*fi  0  1976 


Novemb 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

In  answer  to  your  letter  of  September  10,  1976,  concerning 
your  request  for  information  on  four  areas  listed  in  your  letter 
regarding  the  depletion  of  agricultural  land  in  Howard  County 
as  affected  by  large-lot  zoning,  I  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  a 
memorandum  from  Mr.  Gerald  W.  vonMayer  of  our  Comprehensive  Planning 
Section  which  addresses  the  questions  you  raised. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  Mr.  vonMayer' s  memorandum,  please 
contact  him  at  the  above  telephone  number  on  Extension  257 . 


Sincerely  yours, 


Thomas  G.  Harris,  Jr, 
Director  of  Planning 


TGH,JR./pa 
Enclosure 
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HECTOR  OF  PLANNING 

THOMAS  G.  HARRIS,  JR. 

t/ISION  OF  ZONING 

HERBERT  W,  SMULL.  CHIEF 


DIVISION   OF  LAND  OEVELOPMttIT  AND 
TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 

i.  HERBERT  CLAWSON.  JH..  O 

OIVISION  OF  COMPREHCNSIVC  PLANNlt 
GERALD  W.  WONMAVLR.CM 


OFFICE  OF  PLANNING  &  ZONING 

COUNTY  OFFICE  BUILDING 

3430  COURT  HOUSE  DRIVE 

ELLICOTT  CITY.  MARYLAND  21043 

TELEPHONE:  463-5000 


TO: 

FROM: 
DATE: 


Mr.  Thomas  6.  Harris,  Jr.,  Director 
Office  of  Planning  and  Zoning 


Gerald  W.  vonMayer 
Administrative  Assistant  II 


November  18,  1976 


RECEIVE! 


NOV 


1376 
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As  per  your  request  I  have  reviewed  the  request  by  the  Department  of  State 
Planning  in  regards  to  their  letter  of  September  10,  1976.  In  order  to  answer 
the  four  questions  they  had  regarding  agricultural  land,  it  would  seem  that 
the  inclusion  of  the  report  from  the  Work  Force  for  the  Preservation  of  Agri- 
cultural Land  in  Howard  County  would  be  a  prime  requisite;  however,  since  that 
report  is  not  printed  at  this  time  these  questions  will  be  answered  summarily 
and  further  data  can  then  be  found  when  the  report  hopefully  will  be  forwarded 
to  them  sometime  in  December. 

In  regards  to  Question  1  -  What  is  the  extent  of  the  problem  that  your  County 
faces  regarding  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land?  It  would  seem  that  the 
decision  to  convert  specific  parcels  of  land  from  agricultural  to  non-agricul- 
tural uses  is  made  by  landowner  within  the  context  of  laws  and  regulations. 
Under  such  condition  land  is  converted  from  agricultural  use  to  other  uses 
either  because  it  is  of  greater  value  in  the  other  use,  or  because  continuation 
in  farm  uses  would  result  in  a  negative  net  return.  Viewed  in  this  manner 
according  to  Dr.  Ishee,  land  is  either  financially  pushed  from  agricultural  use 
or  financially  pulled  to  non-agricultural  use.  Now  the  problems  this  County  has 
faced  in  the  last  few  years,  is  that  instead  of  parcels  being  subdivided  within 
the  areas  where  public  utilities  are  available  to  these  lands,  development  has 
somewhat  has  leapfrogged  to  the  areas  outside  the  10-Year  Water  and  Sewer  Plan 
and,  therefore,  has  taken  alot  of  farm  parcels  out  of  farming.  Just  to  give  an 
example,  in  1950  there  were  1,051  farms,  1974  according  to  the  Census  of  Agri- 
culture there  were  only  359,  that  was  a  decrease  from  129,999  acres  to  60,338. 
This  has  further  been  increased  by  the  fact  that  there  was  an  interim  period 
where  the  subdivision  regulations  were  pushed  back  to  the  1961  effective  date 
and  hence  alot  of  parcels  bypassed  the  Office  of  Planning  and  Zoning  and  went 
into  large  lots,  five  acres  or  greater  and  a  large  number  of  large  tracts  have 
been  subdivided  in  that  manner.  These,  of  course,  have  only  been  recorded  that 
way  and  could  always  been  taken  out  of  record,  but  if  you  take  a  look  at  the 
Tax  Maps  especially  in  the  western  part  of  the  County,  this  seems  to  have  been 
one  of  the  great  elements  in  breaking  up  of  large  farm  acreages.  Also  alot  of 
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people  have  been  attracted  to  Howard  County  for  various  reasons;  one  for  the 
fact  that  is  is  between  Baltimore  and  Washington,   and  two,  the  new  town  of 
Columbia.     Hence,  being  attracted  to  this  County  they  see  the  areas  that  have 
been     left  as  farmland  as  being  rather  attractive  areas  to  be  developed  on  a 
large  lot  basis,   therefore,  they  try  to  find  means  of  developing  some  parcels  to 
be  able  to  have  residences  built  for  them. 

In  regards  to  Question  2  -  What  techniques  does  the  County  pursue  to  regulate  or 
manage  the  conversion  of  agricultural   land?     Right  now  the  County  is  trying 
through  the  1971  General   Plan  and  through  the  Zoning  Regulations  and  also  through 
the  Water  and  Sewer  Plan  to  direct  development  in  the  10-Year  Water  and  Sewer 
areas,   therefore,  protecting  development  of  agricultural   areas.     We  are  not 
really  trying  to  forbid  anybody  to  build  out  in  the  agricultural   areas,  what  we 
are  trying  to  do  is  discourage  a  great  deal   of  development  in  these  areas.     There- 
fore,   the  County  is       trying  to  make  the  areas  within  the  10-Year  Water  and  Sewer 
Plan  attractive  both  to  the   developer  and  to 

the  purchaser  of  any  residential    land  as  well   as  commercial   and  industrial 
Furthermore,  our  Comprehensive  Zoning  Plan  which  will   go  forth  to  the  Council   and 
hence  to  the  Zoning  Board  within  a  few  short  weeks,  just  stresses  that  point. 
An  accompanying  report  is  forwarded  in  answer  to  that  question. 

In  answer  to  Question  3  -  At  the  present  time  Howard  County  does  employ  large  lot 
zoning  but  on  a  very  restricted  basis.     We  have  what  is  called  R-90  Zone  which  is 
equal   to  90,000  square  foot  lots,  a  little  bit  under  2  acres  and  of  that  only 
5,402  acres  are  so  zoned;  hence,  when  you  take  the  total   County  acreage  of  160,640 
that  seems  to  be  a  very  small   slice  of  the  County.     The  use  intended  in  this 
District  was  to  again  restrict  development  not  encourage  development.     Mainly  the 
2  Acre  District  is   in  the  middle  of  the  County  protecting  a  large  land  holding  of 
about  3,000  acres  which  is  Doughoregan  Manor.     The  large  lot  zoninq  techniques 
really  have  not  been  that  successful   since  there  has  been  an  increase 

in  the  demand  for  large  lots.     In  going  back  to  Question  2,   it  would  seem  that 
some  of  the    justification  for  large  lot  zoning  as  it  is  proposed  in  the  Compre- 
hensive Zoning  Plan  is  that  it  would  allow  septic  systems  to  be  relocated  if  they 
would  ever  fail.     One  of  the  big  problems   I  think  the  County  is  going  to  face  in 
a  few  years  is  that  where  there  is  a  concentrated  development  of  one  acre  lots  or 
smaller,   failures  of  septic  tanks  are  going  to  cause  problems  by  seepage  into  the 
water  supply  or  vice  versa.     By  creating  larger  lots  and  providing  opportunity  to 
place  the  septic  system  in  various  locations  within  the  lot,   I  think  the  County  is 
providing  some  safety  in  the  future. 

In  response  to  Question  4  -  We  do  not  have  any  accurate  data  as  to  how  many 
parcels  and  how  much  total   acreage  has  been  taken  out  of  agriculture  for  resi- 
dential   use;  however,  we  do  have  the  figures  mentioned  earlier  that  in   1950  there 
were  1,051   farms  for  a  total   of  122,999  acres,  and  land  and  farms  then  was  only 
37,641.     In  1954  it  was  881  farms,   120,196  acres  and  land  and  farms  was  only 
39,804.     In  1964  that  had  dwindled  to  490  farms   for  a  total   acreage  of  87,235 
acres,  and  73,404  acres  not  in  farms.     In   1974    I    reiterate  that  there  were 

only  359  farms  for  a  total   acreage  of  60,338  and  land  not  in   farms   100,302.     This 
is  quite  a  decline  in  the  number  of  farms,  of  course  alot  of  it  is  consolidation 
of  farms  and  farms   that  were  really  not  productive  at  the  time.     The  other  part 
of  Question  4    is  difficult  to  answer  at  this  time  and  I   don't  think  we  would 
have  the  data  that  would  be  pertinent  to  that.     We  don't  really  know  how  many  of 
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these  lots  were  transferred  or  near  the  minimum  or  three  times  the  minimum  area 
requirement,  therefore,  we  would  have  to  go  into  quite  an  extensive  research 
which  we  are  not  capable  of  doing  at  this  time. 

I  hope  this  will  enable  State  Planning  to  finalize  their  study  and  that  this 
information  will  be  useful  to  them. 

If  you  have  any  further  questions  pertaining  to  this  matter,  please  feel  free  to 
contact  me  at  your  convenience. 

GWvM:jeb 

Enclosures:     Comprehensive  Zoning  Plan 

Reference  to  the  Report  from  the  Work  Force  for  the  Preservation 
of  Agricultural  Land  in  Howard  County  as  sent  to  State  Planning 
in  fulfilling  the  requirements  of  the  1975-76  Overall   Planning 
Design  Program. 

cc    Mr.  Amar  S.   Bandel 
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ERNEST    S.    COOKERLY 

ATTORNEY 
CJtfSTERTOWN.    MARYLAND 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Dept.  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

The  conversion  of  agricultural  lands  in  Kent  County  from 
that  use  to  residential  use  in  what  is  considered  the  partic- 
ularly wasteful  large  lot  zoning  technique  is  not  a  significant 
problem  in  the  sense  that  Senate  Joint  Resolution  34  intimates. 
To  believe  that  the  workings  of  a  few  zoning  techniques  could 
account  for  wasteful  development  practice  is  an  oversimplification 
of  the  phenomenon. 

The  vast  majority  of  land  in  the  agricultural  districts  being 
converted  to  residential  or  other  uses  is  un-tillable  or  marginally 
productive  land.   The  1970  Census  of  Agriculture  identified  148,000 
acres  of  land  in  Kent  County  with  an  additional  14,785  acres  in 
woodlands  and  open  areas.   The  total  acreage  converted  since  1966 
to  the  present  represents  less  than  .5%  of  the  agricultural  lands 
and  less  than  .4%  of  the  total  of  the  agricultural  and  woodland  and 
open  area.   This  does  not  consider  that  the  one  and  two  acre  zoning 
classifications  do  not  necessarily  include  all  agricultural  lands. 

Generally,  Kent  County  regulates  the  subdivision  process  through 
the  large  lot  zoning  which,  among  other  things,  is  to  discourage 
premature  subdivision  at  low  densities  and  protect  farmland.   Also 
we  have  denied  subdivisions  that  were  proposed  on  agricultural  lands. 
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Farmers,  deeding  their  children  building  lots  may  plat  2  acres 
or  more,  but  find  it  convenient  to  continue  tilling  much  of  it, 
if  the  lot  is  contiguous  to  the  farm  itself. 

The  enclosed  chart  records  each  conversion  and  its  size 
since  1966.   I  think  it  reveals  the  minor  nature  of  the  problem 
of  Kent  County. 

If  you  need  any  additional  information,  please  contact 
this  office. 

Sincerely, 

KENT   COUNTY   PLANNING   COMMISSION 

PeterX.   J'cjhnston     * 
Director  o"f  Planning 

PLJrpm 

ends. 

cc:      V. A.    Wahbe 
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June  16,   19  76 

The  Honorable  Vladimir  A  Wahbe 
Secretary  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Secretary  Wahbe: 

This  letter  responds  to  your  inquiry  of  May  27,   1976,  concerning  the  depletion 
of  agricultural  lands. 


1.  As  Montgomery  County  is  a  part  of  the  Washington  Metropolitan  area,  conversion 

of  agricultural  lands  remains  a  serious  and  constant  problem.    Aside  from  redevelopment 
of  some  selected  older  areas,  urbanization  continues  to  consume  land  formerly  devoted 
to  agricultural  or  forest  uses.    The  problem  in  Montgomery  County  has  many  aspects. 
Development  at  urban  densities  is  rather  strictly  controlled  by  the  General  Plan,  as 
amended  since  1969,  and  by  zoning  regulations  imposed  pursuant  to  it.    Thus,  most  of 
the  county's  growth  is  expected  to  occur  in  the  "corridors"  of  development,  primarily 
along  interstate  route  1-270.    The  reciprocal  "wedges"  are  protected  by  both  rural 
zoning  and  designation  Category  6  in  the  10-year  Water  and  Sewerage  Plan.    As  there  is 
enough  land  inside  the  sewer  envelope  for  full  market  absorption  over  the  next  twenty 
years,  there  is  no  "need"  to  develop  agricultural  lands  in  the  Wedges,  at  least  for  a 
long  time. 

Much  land  in  the  corridor  remains,  of  course,  in  agricultural  use,  although  its 
current  owners  are  holding  it  for  urban  development.    There  is  little  that  can  be  done  to 
maintain  this  land  as  agricultural  (barring  a  long  term  collapse  of  the  real  estate  market.) 
Its  value  is  generally  too  great  for  profitable  farming;    it  is  already  capitalized  for  con- 
version;   and  there  are  no  effective  state  or  national  policies  to  redirect  growth  to  some 
other  area  in  order  to  save  this  land  for  agricultural  uses.    Within  the  corridor,  we  can 
"stage"  the  conversion  of  land  through  the  extension  of  public  facilities  and  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  Adequate  Public  Facilities  Ordinance. 

The  key  to  the  preservation  of  farmland  in  the  Wedges  depends  heavily  on 
implementation  of  the  General  Plan's  recommendation  that  development  be  concentrated 
in  the  Corridors  and  down-county  activity  centers.    To  the  extent  that  facilities  are 
not  provided  in  the  corridor  to  channel  and  serve  planned  growth,  pressure  will  probably 
increase  around  the  periphery  of  the  already  developed  areas.    Such  development  would 
occur  at  lower  densities  and  ultimately,  consume  more  farmland  than  would  occur  if  the 
plan  is  followed. 
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In  the  areas  zoned  rural  or  low-density,  some  development  pressure  will,  of 
course,  continue  to  occur  due  to  the  market  for  estate-type  homes  in  Montgomery  County 
and  the  financial  problems  of  farmers ,  especially  those  arising  from  estate  tax  regulations 
which  require  valuation  at  market  prices  for  tax  purposes.    Large  lot  development  may 
also  be  encouraged  when  farmland  assessment  rates  are  applied  to  such  developments 
rather  than  market  rates  for  the  zoned  density.    At  present  there  is  modest  activity  in 
conversion  of  land  in  the  Wedge  areas,  but  not  an  alarming  amount.     The  unsuitability 
of  most  of  the  land  for  septic  systems  is  a  major  factor  in  dampening  development 
pressures. 

2 .  The  attached  report  of  the  rural  zone  text  amendment  outlines  the  soils  and 
therefore  the  health  justification  for  the  zone.    Essentially  the  justification  for  the 
Wedge  areas  is  found  in  this  document,  the  General  Plan  and  the  First  Annual  Report 
on  Growth  Policy  (1974),  which  is  attached. 

3.  The  attached  report  summarizes  the  purposes  of  the  rural  zone.    The  two  acre 
zone  has  been  applied  where  soils  are  not  conducive  to  higher  densities  and  where 
development  at  low  densities  is  compatible  with  the  General  Plan  and  existing  programs 
of  capital  improvements.    In  general,  we  believe  that  large  lot  techniques  have  been 
successful.    This  question,  of  course,  needs  to  also  ask,  "compared  to  what?" 
Certainly,  large  lot  zoning  protects  agricultural  areas  better  than  higher  density  zoning. 
The  argument  that  large  lot  zoning  encourages  low  density  sprawl  is  not  sound,  in  our 
judgment.    Regardless  of  zoning  in  much  of  Montgomery's  rural  area,  minimum  lot  sizes 
of  5  acres  or  more  are  dictated  by  soil  conditions.    What  large  lot  zoning  does  is  restrict 
some  areas  where  septic  suitability  alone  might  produce  a  higher  density.     Moreover,  the 
market  for  large  lot-expensive  housing,  while  strong  in  Montgomery  County,  is  still 
small  compared  to  that  for  other,  more  dense  housing  developments.    Thus,  smaller 

lot  sizes  would  be  reasonably  expected  to  produce  slightly  more  sprawl  development 
and  probably  would  generate  more  pressure  for  extension  of  sewer  service  than  does 
rural  zoning.    This  is  not  to  suggest,  of  course,  that  large  lot  zoning  alone  is  sufficient 
to  preserve  rural  areas,  but  it  is,  in  our  judgement  necessary.      Thus  far,  we  have  not 
experienced  any  negative  consequences.      To  the  contrary,  subdivision  activity  in  the 
Wedges  appears  to  have  been  reduced. 

Finally,  we  emphasize  that  our  Rural  Zone  is  not,  primarily,  a  large  lot  residential 
zone.    It  is  essentially  a  zone  designed  to  permit  and  encourage  agricultural  and  con- 
servation uses. 

4.  This  data  cannot  be  supplied  without  a  fairly  extensive  study,  for  which  we 
currently  have  no  resources  allocated.       Our  problem  is,  of  course,  determining  whether 
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converted  land  was,  in  fact,  in  agricultural  use  prior  to  its  conversion. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Royce  Hanson 
Chairman 


RH:ny 
Enclosure 

cc:  Montgomery  County  Planning  Board 

Director  of  Planning  Tustian 
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Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21202 

Dear  Ed: 

This  is  in  response  to  the  May  27  letter  of  Mr.  Wahbe 
concerning  the  depletion  of  agricultural  lands.   Senate  Joint 
Resolution  34  of  1975  seems  to  be  concerned  with  the  conversion 
of  food-producing  land  to  residential  use  because  of  large-lot 
zoning  practices  as  opposed  to  other  agricultural  products. 
Therefore,  the  following  responses  reflect  the  intent  of  the 
Resolution. 

In  response  to  the  first  question,  no  one  has  data 
which  show  how  much  agricultural  land  (food  or  nonfood)  is 
converted  to  residential  use.   The  attached  information  from  the 
agricultural  census  shows  how  much  land  during  the  last  two  censuses 
was  in  various  types  of  agricultural  production. 

With  regard  to  your  second  question  concerning  techniques 
other  than  large-lot  zoning,  you  can  appreciate  the  fact  that  our 
agency  has  long  been  searching  for  these.   Enclosed  are  four  reports 
published  in  1969  that  specifically  reflected  elements  of  that 
search.   As  you  know,  the  County  relies  heavily  on  County  health 
regulations  that  require  a  two-acre  minimum  lot  size  where  sewer 
service  is  not  available.   The  County  has  a  scenic  and  open  space 
easements  ordinance  which  is  partially  described  in  one  of  the 
enclosed  reports.   To  date,  no  one  has  availed  themselves  of  the 
opportunities  provided  by  this  ordinance.   In  the  preparation  of 
the  new  ten  year  water  and  sewer  plan,  more  land  may  be  put  into 
System  Area  6  (previously  System  Area  5) .   This  is  land  for  which 
no  sewer  service  is  planned.   Possibly  this  could  assist  in  the 
retention  of  productive  agricultural  land. 

In  response  to  question  three,  we  are  studying  a 
possible  amendment  to  the  Zoning  Ordinance  and  Subdivision  Regu- 
lations which  would  allow  reductions  in  lot  size  from  five  acres 
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to  a  minimum  of  two  acres  for  certain  lands  classified  in  the 
Open  Space  Zone.   The  intent  of  this  proposal  is  to  encourage 
landowners  to  shift  future  residential  development  away  from 
prime  agricultural  soils  to  other  soils  which  could  support  two 
acres  to  five  acres  residential  development.   This  shift  would 
serve  the  dual  purpose  of  preserving  prime  agricultural  land 
for  continued  agricultural  use  while  preserving  for  residential 
development  opportunities  via  flexible,  large-lot  development. 

Prince  George's  County  has  two  large-lot  zoning  cate- 
gories— R-A  (Residential-Agriculture,  two  acres)  and  0-S  (Open 
Space,  five  acres) .   The  Zoning  Ordinance  does  not  state  a 
specific  purpose  for  the  R-A  zone,  but  with  agricultural  uses, 
single- family  dwellings  and  farm  tenant  dwellings  being  the  main 
permitted  uses,  it  is  clear  that  the  purposes  are  to  encourage 
the  retention  of  agriculture  while  providing  for  low-density 
residential  development  for  that  segment  of  the  population  that 
desires  a  rural  environment. 

"The  purposes  of  the  0-S  Zone  are  to  provide  for 

(1)  areas  of  low  density  and  development  intensity,  as 
indicated  on  adopted  General  and  Master  Plans,  and 

(2)  areas  which  are  to  be  devoted  to  uses  which  will 
preserve  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  the  County's 
ecological  balance  and  heritage,  while  providing  for 
the  proper  use  and  enjoyment  of  natural  resources.   In 
keeping  with  these  general  purposes,  the  0-S  Zone  shall 
promote  the  economic  use  and  conservation  of  land  for 
agriculture,  natural  resource  use,  residential  estates, 
non-intensive  recreational  use,  and  similar  purposes." 

Due  to  the  fact  that  no  land  was  zoned  for  large-lot 
development  (R-A  and  0-S)  until  October,  1975,  it  is  not  possible 
to  assess  positive  or  negative  influences  on  the  conversion  of 
agricultural  land  to  residential  use. 

From  the  above  response,  you  can  see  that  question  four 
does  apply  to  Prince  George's  County. 

In  more  general  response  to  your  inquiry,  I  am  also 
enclosing  a  copy  of  a  memorandum  dated  March  24,  concerning  current- 
ly proposed  amendments  to  the  open  space  zone  designed  to  aid 
agricultural  usage.   I  am  also  enclosing  two  large  scale  maps  of 
the  County,  the  first  of  which  indicates  existing  or  proposed 
rezoning  for  large  lot  development.   The  other  shows  the  distri- 
bution of  agricultural  farm  assessment  within  the  County  as 
plotted  from  our  tax  maps  several  years  ago. 
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Also  enclosed  you  will  find  a  copy  of  "Citizen's 
Guide  to  General  Plan  Assessment"  which  identifies  various 
problems  the  County  faces,  including  loss  of  agricultural 
lands  and  which  also  has  some  mapped  information  indicating 
the  pattern  of  current  and  anticipated  future  development 
activity. 

Please  advise  us  if  we  can  be  of  any  further  help. 

truly  yours, 


T.  C.  Dutton,  Jr. 
Chairman,  Prince  George's 
County  Planning  Board 


WCD : mek 
Enclosures 
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Queen  Annes  County  Planning  &  Zoning  Commission 

COURT  HOUSE 

CENTREVILXE.  MARYLAND 

July  22,  1976 

Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning  c  0  12/l 

301  West  Preston  Street  ° 

Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Re :   Depletion  of  Agricultural  Land 

Gentlemen: 

In  answer  to  your  query,  may  I  report  the  following: 

1.  We  feel  that  the  county  faces  a  serious 
problem  regarding  the  conversion  of 
Agricultural  land.   In  the  fifteen  years 
between  1959  and  1974,  the  total  acreage 
in  farms  declined  from  183,000  to  156,000, 
a  loss  of  27,000  acres.   At  the  present 
time,  we  have  proposals  for  converting 
land  from  agriculture  to  residences  total- 
ling an  estimated  2,000  acres.   In  addition, 
it  is  known  that  between  5,000  and  10,000 
acres  are  in  the  hands  of  speculators  or 
developers  who  will  almost  certainly  con- 
vert their  land  some  time  in  the  future. 

2.  At  present,  large  lot  zoning  (5  acres)  is 
being  used  along  a  few  waterfront  areas 
totalling  18,500  acres,  or  7.8%  of  the 
county's  area.   The  county  has  a  zoning 
ordinance  and  subdivision  regulations , but 
these  are  not  much  of  a  barrier  to  the  con- 
version of  agricultural  land.   The  County 
Planning  Commission  has  proposed  an  ap- 
proach similar  to  Baltimore  County's  (limits 
on  the  number  of  lots  taken  out  of  agricul- 
ture) ,  but  prospects  for  adoption  are  un- 
certain.  Also,  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  has  proposed  a  septic  tank  ordinance 
which  would  require  large  lots  (depending  on 
soil  conditions  and  surrounding  development) 
for  individual  waste  water  treatment  systems. 
This  ordinance  is  based  to  some  extent  upon 
Bernhart's  "Rational  Approach"  found  in 
Appendix  A  of  Goldstein  and  Moberg's 
Wastewater  Treatment  Systems  for  Rural  Com- 
munities, published  by  the  Commission   on 
Rural  Water,  Washington,  D.  C. 
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3.  The  stated  purpose  of  the  5  acre  zoning  is 
to  preserve  the  character  of  the  coun  ty's 
shoreline.   Another  purpose  which  may  be 
inferred  from  the  context  is  to  slow  the 
rate  of  development  of  the  county's  shore- 
lines.  In  general,  the  5  acre  zoning  has 
prevented  subdivision  altogether.   However, 
a  farm  on  Bennett' s  Point  between  Eastern 
Bay  and  the  Wye  River  has  been  subdivided 
into  5  acre  lots.   This  is  not  unexpected, 
but  it  is  undesirable  because  of  the  exces- 
sive amountv consumed  by  a  building  site. 

4.  I  can  only  supply  information  on  the  subdiv- 
ision discussed  in  #3.  The  total  acreage  is 
about  300  acres,  divided  into  about  60  lots. 


In  conclusion,  the  5  acre  zoning  districts  have  mostly 
stayed  in  agriculture;  it  is  in  the  rest  of  the  agriculture 
area  (zoned  1  acre)  that  land  has  been  converted.   It  is  in 
these  areas  that  the  legislative  mechanism  must  be  devel- 
oped to  control  depletion  of  agricultural  land. 

Very  truly  yours, 


CrL    cJc~~*/ 


Robin  Wood 
RW:ec  Planning  Administrator 
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MOTHER     COUNTY    OF    MARYLAND 


RICHARD    L    PLATT.   DIRECTOR 
TELEPHONE:    "73-9121 
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POST   OFFICE    BOX   351 

LEONARDTOWN.    MARYLAND 

2  06  SO 


June    1,    1976 

Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

This  is  in  reply  to  Secretary  Wahbe ' s  letter  of  May  27,  1976  con- 
cerning the  preservation  of  agricultural  lands  and  large  lot  zoning. 

My  comments  are  numbered  to  coincide  with  the  numbered  questions 
in  the  referenced  letter. 

1.  The  problem  of  conversion  of  agricultural  land  for  development 
purposes,  particularly  to  residential  use,  has  become  an  issue  of  concern 
to  this  office,  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Board  of  County  Commiss- 
ioner's -  especially  during  the  past  year. 

Agricultural  lands  are  usually  the  most  likely  to  be  developed  be- 
cause development  costs  are  considerably  much  less  than  development 
costs  for  other  lands. 

The  greatest  development  pressures  are  occurring  in  the  northernmost 
part  of  the  County. 

The  urban  planning  area  in  the  central  portion  of  the  county,  where 
higher  density  development  and  growth  are  encouraged,  has  experienced 
little  development  pressure  -  because  of  the  demand  elsewhere  and  the 
readily  availability  of  agricultural  lands  and  because  of  the  lack  of 
immediate  available  central  water  and  sewerage  to  serve  the  urban  area. 

2.  Mindful  and  concerned  with  this  situation  this  office  and  the 
Planning  Commission  have  recommended  the  following  to  be  included  in  the 
Zoning  Ordinance  and/or  Subdivision  Regulations. 

(1)   Requirement  for  new  residential  subdivisions/developments 
to  be  served  by  a  public  water  system. 
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(2)  Requirement  that  public  facilities  be  adequate  prior  to 
approval  of  new  subdivisions/developments. 

(3)  Requirement  for  public  sewer  service  for  all  planned  unit 
developments  . 

(4)  Requirement  for  open  space  and  developed  recreation  area  for 
all  subdivisions/developments. 

In  addition  to  a  new  public  road  ordinance  and  highway  specifications 
and  standards   have  been  recently  adopted. 

Finally,  new  subdivision  regulations  have  been  prepared  by  this 
office  and  are  scheduled  for  Public  Hearing  by  the  Planning  Commission 
on  June  15,  1976. 

3.  As  a  result  of  the  annual  review  of  the  County  Zoning  Ordinance, 
the  Planning  Commission  considered  a  proposal  for  five  (5)  acre  zoning 
which  would  apply  to  all  the  Agricultural  Residential  (1%  acres)  and 
Rural  Residential  (1  acre)  districts.   The  Planning  Commission  decided  not 
to  recommend  this  provision  to  the  County  Commissioner's  for  adoption 

as  a  change  to  the  Zoning  Ordinance.   The  County  Commissioner's  may  recon- 
sider this  issue  as  they  have  not  yet  held  their  required  Public  Hearing 
and  have  not  yet  made  a  decision  to  adopt  proposed  changes  to  the  Ordinance. 

The  issue  thus  far  has  met  with  considerable  opposition  from  the  pub- 
lic in  general,  landowners  and  developers,  and  has  not  received  support 
of  the  staff.  Many  felt  the  provision  would  use  agricultural  land  at  a 
faster  rate  and  not  achieve  the  desired  results. 

The  provision  was  viewed  by  proponents  as  a  mechanism  to  control  growth 
by  slowing  residential  development,  also  it  was  originally  viewed  by  some 
proponents  as  a  means  of  preserving  agricultural  lands  from  development. 

4.  This  question  is  not  applicable  as  presently  St.  Mary's  County  has 
no  land  in  large  lot  Zoning  Districts  (2  acres  or  greater) . 


Thank  you  and  Secretary  Wahbe  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  these 
issues.   A  copy  of  your  department's  report  will  be  appreciated. 


Sincerely, 

Richard  L.  Piatt,  Directo 


RLP/lrr 

C.  C.  Chairman,  St.  Mary's  Planning  Commission 
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SOMERSET  COUNTY 
PLANNING  AND  ZONING  COMMISSION 


UIAMULHlIN  uuiuji 
PRINCESS  ANNE,  MARYLAND 
TELEPHONE   (301)  651-1424 

September  20,  1976 


Mr.  Edwin  |_.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

I  am  in  receipt  of  your  letter  of  September  10,  1976,  regarding 
the  depletion  of  agricultural  lands  as  affected  by  large  lot  zoning. 

I  apologize  for  the  fact  that  the  original  letter  of  May  27,  was 
not  answered.   In  January  of  this  year,  our  Director,  Mr.  Charles  E. 
Massey  was  appointed  to  the  position  of  Somerset  County  Administrator 
and  he  has  held  the  two  positions  since  then.   I  was  hired  last  week 
to  fill  the  office  of  Planning  &  Zoning  Director. 

As  it  stands  at  present,  Somerset  County  has  no  real  problem  re- 
garding the  conversion  of  agricultural  land.   Over  sixty-five  (65) 
per-cent  of  the  county  is  zoned  agriculture  while  less  than  five  (5) 
per-cent  is  residential.  The  minimun  lot  area  for  residential  zones 
range  from  8,000  square  feet  to  20,000  square  feet,  depending  on  the 
particular  zone.  All  lot  areas  must  conform  to  the  minimun  standards 
of  the  State  and  County  Health  Departments  and  the  County,  Water  and 
Sewerage  Plan. 

There  is  a  conservation  zone  in  the  county  which  covers  twenty- 
five  per-cent  of  the  land  where  a  five  acre  mimimun  lot  is  required, 
the  purpose  of  this  zoning  is  to  preserve  and  protect  the  most  frag- 
ile wet  lands  of  the  county  and  allow  them  to  remain  a  haven  for  wild- 
life and  conservation.   Only  low  density  uses  are. permitted  here.  We 
foresee  no  loss  to  agricultural  land  because  of^zining. 
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LJe  do  not  employ  large  lot  zoning  in  residential  areas  and  fore- 
see no  change  in  the  near  future.  I  feel  that  most  of  our  citizens 
share  the  concern  expressed  in  SJR-3^  and  that  as  a  county,  ue  uill 
do  our  part  in  preserving  our  agricultural  land. 

Should  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  matter,  please  feel 
free  to  contact  us.  We  will  be  interested  in  receiving  a  copy  of  the 
report  uhcih  results  from  this  study. 


RMP/lr 


Rifchard  M.  Pollitt,  3tV 
Executive  Director 
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Talbot  county  planning  Office 
and  department  of  public  works 

COUNTY   BUILDING 

EASTON,  MARYLAND   21601 

PHONE   301-822-2030 

June  15,  1976 


,5h> 

L    H     FLEMING;  SR 
Coordinator 
I 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Mr.  Thomas: 

In  response  to  Mr.  Wahbe  we  are  forwarding  to  you  the 
following  information  in  regard  to  his  letter  of  May  27,  1976. 


Sincerely  yours, 


^ 

Js 


L.H.  Fleming,  Sr.,  Coordinator 
Planning  and  Zoning  Commission 


LHF/gp 
cc:  File 
Attachment 
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Talbot  county  planning  Office 

dav,d  boehm,  p.e.  AND  DEPARTMENT  OF   PUBLIC  WORKS  L  H  FLEMINC  SR 

,     .  COUNTY   BUILDINC  r       .. 

Planner-Engineer  Coordinator 

EASTON,  MARYLAND   21601 
PHONE   301-822-2030 

June  15,  1976 


The  problem  of  conversion  of  agricultural  land  for  development  has 
been  one  of  the  major  purposes  of  the  existing  Zoning  Ordinance. 
It  has  been  the  thought  of  the  County  Planning  Office  that  by 
requiring  large  lot  sizes  the  demand  for  development  would  be  held 
under  reasonable  control.  Large  scale  development  in  the  area  of 
good  productive  land  has  been  reasonably  control ed  in  the  area  East 
of  Route  50  which  is  prime  production  agricultural  land.  In  the 
area  of  the  County,  West  of  Route  50,  the  control  has  been  even 
better  because  the  desired  development  areas  have  been  the  water- 
front farms  which  had  been  developed  extensively  on  the  shoreline 
prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  new  Zoning  Ordinance  in  1974.  Most 
of  these  waterfront  farms  are  still  in  production  on  land  which 
was  left  after  the  waterfront  was  sold  off. 

Recent  Health  Department  controls  on  small  lot  development 
has  tightened  up  to  the  extent  that  in  some  already  small  lot 
developments  they  have  refused  to  approve  the  construction  proposed 
because  of  the  soil  conditions.  It  is  felt  that  large  lot  (2  to 
10  acre)  minimum  size  lots  is  not  too  unrealistic  because  of  the 
poor  soil  conditions  in  many  areas  of  the  County.  We  have  no  other 
technique  to  control  the  conservation  of  agricultural  land.  However, 
in  1973-74  we  had  numerous  conferences  with  the  leaders  of  the 
agriculture  industry  to  come  up  with  some  realistic  control  of 
agricultural  land.  The  Farm  group  on  one  hand  wanted  protection 
but  on  the  other  hand  strenuously  objected  to  large  lot  develop- 
ment. As  a  compromise  the  County  did  agree  and  permitted  under 
the  existing  ordinance  up  to  three  half  acre  lots  with  one  and 
a  half  acres  to  be  reserved  for  no  further  development  or  four 
and  a  half  acres  in  reserve  in  the  five  acre  zone  on  most  farms  in 
the  County.  This  special  small  lot  compromise  has  been  ^ery   un- 
popular. It  appears  that  the  farmer  wants  to  sell  large  lots 
for  development  purely  from  a  lucrative  market  of  high  land  values. 

The  purposes  intended  in  the  two  (2)  to  ten  (10)  acre  development 
sites  are  as  follows. 

a.  Two  acre  minimum  required  to  meet  generally  Health  Department 
requirements. 

b.  To  eliminate  small  lot  subdivisions  indiscriminately  on  farms. 

c.  To  control  a  normal  growth  pattern  in  accordance  with  the  Master 
Plan. 
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d.  The  ten  (10)  acre  zone  is  primarily  to  preserve  areas  for 
conservation  purposes.  In  all  the  ten  (10)  acre  zones  these 
areas  comprise  land  which  is  either  unfit  for  human  housing  or 
located  on  off-shore  islands  and  represents  a  very  small  per- 
centage of  the  overall  acreage  of  the  County. 

e.  The  two  (2)  acre  zone  applies  to  ninety  (90)  percent  of  the 
County.  The  five  (5)  acre  zone  applies  to  two  (2)  percent  of 
the  County.  The  eight  (8)  percent  balance  applies  to  the  In- 
corporated and  unincorporated  towns  of  the  County. 

The  following  page  shows  all  the  information  as  requested  in  the 
letter  under  your  item  #4.  It  is  to  be  noted  that  practically  all 
the  land  in  the  "five  (5)  acre"  and  (five  (5)  acre  or  more"  line 
is  still  in  production.  These  show  up  as  farms  subdivided  to 
settle  estates  but  are  still  being  farmed  (22%)  or  1851  acres  the 
difference  between  the  1851  acres  in  the  large  lot  category  (3630.02 
acres)  is  approximately  60%  farmland  and  40%  wooded  and  still  is 
being  tilled  but  could  be  developed  in  the  near  future. 

It  must  be  noted  that  many  subdivisions  which  have  been  approved 
since  November,  1974  the  year  the  new  zoning  ordinance  became' 
effective,  with  few  exceptions,  have  been  in  areas  of  wooded  land 
or  land  not  too  productive  for  profitable  farmland.  For  this  reason 
we  feel  that  the  large  lot  requirements  have  been  very  effective  in 
the  control  of  preserving  most  of  the  good  agricultural  land. 
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PtNNSVLVANIA 


TELEPHONE 
791-3065 


GTON  COUNTY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


COURT  HOUSE  ANNEX,  24  SUMMIT  AVENUE 
HAGERSTOWN,  MARYLAND  21740 


June  1,    1976 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland   21201 

Dear  Ed: 


?  17  *"»  ".-»  r  «  »     ••"••J   I 


In  response  to  your  request  for  information  on  the  Depletion  of  Agricultural 
Lands  of  May  27,  the  following: 

-  Issue  Analysis  -  Policy  Formulation  paper  entitled  Agriculture: 
An  Industry,  A  Way  of  Life  .  .  .  Agricultural  Preservation. 
This  is  one  of  forty  papers  being  considered  in  the  revision  of 
the  County's  Comprehensive  Plan  and  has  not  yet  been  adopted. 

-  Excerpts  from  The  Use  of  Land,  a  background  study,  copies  of 
which  D.S.P.  has  on  file. 

Between  the  two  sets  of  information  attached,  responses  to  questions  posed 
should  be  complete. 

Beyond,  the  Washington  County  Planning  staff  expects  to  submit  recommended  plan 
policies  and  programs  which  will  result  in  substantial  changes  in  rural  land  use 
planning  and  eventually  land  use  controls  based  upon  ranges  of  land  use  permis- 
sability  according  to  agricultural  productive  capability  and  use  within  areas 
designated  by  the  Plan  as  "Agricultural  Industry." 

Sincerely, 


a? 


Alan  R.  Musselman 
Planning  Director 


ARM:mls 

Attachments 

cc:   Mr.  Barry  A. 


Teach 
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Salisbury-Wicomico  Cou 
Planning  &  Zoning  Comm 

P     0         BOX       791 
GOVERNMENT       OFFICE       BUILDING, 
SALISBURY,      MARYLAND 


September  21, 


Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 

Dear  Ed: 

In  reply  to  your  letter  of  September  10 
we  submit  the  following: 


m 


742-3072 
742-1  1  30 


1976  concerning  large  lot  zoning, 


Wicomico  County  does  not  have  large  lot  zoning,  but  uses 
regulations  of  the  Department  of  Health.  The  minimum  size  of  a  lot 
is  20,000  square  feet,  except  where  percolation  tests  require  larger 
areas  for  septic  tank  drain  fields.  We  do  not  have  any  techniques  at 
present  to  regulate  or  manage  the  conversion  of  agricultural  land  to 
residential  subdivision.  The  County  Zoning  Code  permits  residential 
subdivision  except  in  Commercial  and  Industrial  Districts. 

We  have  lost  agricultural  land  in  Wicomico  County  to  residential 
development,  but  it  is  yery   difficult  to  say  how  much  and  where 
because  we  do  not  inquire  whether  a  proposed  subdivision  is  being  used 
for  farming.  In  the  last  ten  years,  a  total  of  2,750  residential  lots 
were  approved;  most  are  in  rural  areas.  This  is,  conservatively, 
estimated  to  be  equivalent  to  1,850  acres. 

The  only  indicator  of  the  reduction  of  land  used  for  agricultural 
purposes  is  farm  census  figures.  There  has  been  a  steady  decline  in 
the  amount  of  land  used  for  agricultural  purposes  ever  since  1940; 
however,  we  cannot  attribute  this  decline  to  conversion  of  agricultural 
land  to  residential  subdivision.  The  likelihood  is  that  subdivision  up 
until  recent  years,  say  the  past  10  years,  has  not  had  an  effect  on  the 
decline  of  land  used  for  agriculture.  In  the  last  ten  years,  however, 
we  believe  that  subdivision  has  affected  the  amount  of  land  available 
for  agriculture.  We  are  now  acting  to  prevent  further  attrition 
through  amendments  to  the  subdivision  regulations,  but  we  do  not  expect 
any  changes  to  occur  until  next  spring,  at  the  earliest,  and  we  do  not 
know  how  effective  the  changes  may  be.  In  any  event,  we  do  not  propose 
to  use  large  lot  zoning  as  a  device  to  prevent  loss  of  agricultural 
land. 

We  have  included  a  discussion  of  agricultural  land  consumption 
taken  from  a  report  prepared  in  1968  by  our  office  entitled,  "Natural 
Features  and  Development  Patterns."  This  discussion  indicates  that 
there  will  be  ample  land  for  agricultural  and  residential  use  in 
Wicomico  County  if  certain  conditions  prevail. 
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Mr.   Edwin  L.   Thomas 


■2- 


September  21,  1976 


The  first  question  in  your  letter  asks  what  the  extent  of 
the  problem  regarding  conversion  of  agricultural  land  is  in  our 
County.  The  measure  of  the  problem  has  not  been  in  acreage,  but 
in  conflict  of  land  use  between  farmers  and  rural  subdivisions. 
This  conflict  has  been  the  factor  in  calling  our  attention  to 
the  problems  of  subdivision.  Our  concerns  are  related  more  toward 
the  lack  of  adequate  facilities  for  subdivisions,  and  loss  of 
agricultural  lands  is  a  secondary,  but  still  important,  concern. 
We  hope  our  efforts  to  amend  the  subdivision  regulations  will  result 
in  the  preservation  of  agricultural  lands  as  well  as  reducing  the 
conflict  and  the  problem  of  providing  adequate  facilities. 

I  apologize  for  not  replying  several  months  ago,  but  I  must  have  thought  the 
resolution  did  not  apply,  and  therefore, a  response  was  not  required.  We  try 
to  reply  to  all  requests  for  information  received  from  the  State  or  any  agency 
because  we  are  often  in  the  same  boat;  that  of  asking  for  information.  I  hope 
the  questions  in  your  letter  are  covered  adequately.  If  not,  I  will  respond  to 
whatever  additional  information  you  may  need  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Yours  truly, 

Merrill  Burhans,  Jr. 
Planning  Director 


MJB/did 
Enclosure 
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PLANNING    DEPARTMENT 
111    N.    WASHINGTON    STREET 

Snow  Hill,   Maryland  21863 

301-632-1200 


June  4,  19  76 
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Mr.  Edwin  L.  Thomas,  Director 
Comprehensive  State  Planning 
Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning 
301  West  Preston  Street 
Baltimore,  Maryland  21201 


..::vit:,;: 
7:  ~~..-i.; 


Dear  Ed: 


With  this  letter  I  will  attempt 
posed  by  Secretary  Wahbe  in  his 


to  address  the 
letter  of  May  27, 


four  questions 
1976. 


As  of  this  time,  neither  the  Planning  Commission  or  the  County 
Commissioners  have  formally  documented  there  is  a  problem 
.relative  to  the  conversion  of  Agricultural  land  in  Worcester 
County.   I  am  enclosing  herewith  a  recent  study  by  the  Planning 
Commission,  which  summarizes  the  activities  of  the  Planning 
Commission  during  the  period  1965  through  1975.   This  report 
indicates  numbers  of  subdivisions,  number  of  lots,  etc.   Also 
enclosed  is  a  recent  study  relative  to  the  actual  number  of 
subdivisions  approved  by  the  Planning  Commission  by  year. 
This  report  starts  at  1967,  in  that  Worcester  County  did  not 
have  subdivision  regulations  prior  to  that  year.   In  looking 
over  these  reports  and  being  familiar  with  all  of  the  platted 
subdivisions,  I  would  estimate  that  during  the  last  ten  years 
Worcester  County  has  lost  approximately  400  acres  of  Agricultural 
land  that  was  available  for  planting.   According  to  the 
Worcester  County  Soil  Survey  there  are  roughly  70,000  acres  of 
crop  land  in  Worcester  County.   With  this  in  mind,  perhaps  you 
will  understand  why  we  are  not  yet  alarmed  about  the  conversion 
of  Agricultural  land  into  other  than  Agricultural  pursuits. 

At  present  there  are  no  techniques  used  to  manage  the  conversion 
of  Agricultural  land.   The  Planning  Commission  frowns  on 
subdivisions  being  located  in  the  prime  Agricultural  area. 
However,  an  outright  denial  of  such  a  proposal  is  extremely 
rare.   We  are  thinking  about  inserting  in  our  revised  Zoning 
Ordinance,  the  regulation   that  subdivisions  in  the  Agricultural 
zone  be  a  special  exception  requiring  approval  of  the  Board  of 
Zoning  Appeals.   This  would  necessitate  a  public  hearing  being 
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held  on  the  subdivision  application,  which  would  afford  the 
immediate  property  owners  in  the  area  the  opportunity  to 
comment,  etc.   It  should  go  without  saying  that  Agricultural 
land  used  for  dwelling  purposes  must  be  approved  by  the 
State  Department  of  Health. 

3.  Worcester  County  does  not  utilize  large  lot  zoning  in  the  A-l 
Agricultural  zone.  Minimum  lot  size  is  one  acre  for  dwelling 
purposes  in  this  zone. 

4.  I  cannot  really  give  you  an  answer  to  this  question,  in  that 
our  Subdivision  Ordinance  adopted  in  1967  excludes  from  the 
definition  of  subdivision,  parcels  five  acres  or  more  in  size, 
or  parcels  with  400  feet  or  more  of  road  frontage.   You  may 
wish  to  review  the  enclosure  regarding  the  Planning  Commission's 
subdivision  approvals  from  1967  to  date.   In  the  enclosure, 
certain  data  is  available  on  the  number  of  lots  versus  the 
number  of  acres,  and  from  this  you  can  determine  the  extent 

of  large  lot  subdivisions  since  1967. 

In  conclusion  I  would  just  remark  that  in  our  recent  revision  of 
the  Master  plan,  we  suggested  to  the  County  Commissioners  the 
requirement  of  large  lot  zoning  as  a  means  to  discourage  subdividing 
in  our  Agricultural  zones.   This  idea  was  not  favorably  accepted  by 
the  County  Commissioners,  as  they  felt  this  requirement  would  not 
discourage  subdividing,  but  would  encourage  the  rapid  conversion 
of  prime  Agricultural  land.   It  is  also  the  feeling  of  the 
Commissioners  that  the  typical  family  does  not  really  need  large 
lot  zoning,  and  that  the  area  would  be  misused  or  at  least  under- 
utili  zed. 

I  hope  the  above  will  be  of  some  assistance  to  you.  If  I  can 
provide  any  other  information,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call 
on  me  at  any  time. 


yours , 


Harold  W.  Morris 
Planning  Director 
HWM : dd 

Encl . 
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